PROCEEDINGS OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



LONDON FARES AND MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES DIVISION 



WEDNESDAY, 20th APRIL, 1966 



Present : 

G. D. SQUIBB, Esq., Q.C. {President) 
SIR THOMAS ROBSON, M.B.E., F.C.A. 
R. C. MOORE, Esq., O.B.E., M.Inst.T. 



Mr. E. S. FAY, Q.C., Mr. T. R. CRAWFORD and Mr. 
R. A. MILLER (instructed by Mr. S. G. Jones, Solicitor 
to the London Transport Board) appeared on behalf of 
the London Transport Board. 

Mr. J. T. MOLONY, Q.C., and Mr. L. MAOLAREN 
(instructed by Mr. E. Kelsey, Solicitor for the Greater 
London Council appeared on behalf of the Greater 
London Council. 

Mr. M. C. PARKER and Mr. P. GRIEVE (instructed by 
Mr. Keith Lauder, Town Clerk and Solicitor to the 
London Borough of Barking, and Solicitor and Hon. 
Secretary to the South Essex Traffic Advisory Com- 
mittee) appeared on behalf of the London Borough of 
Barking, and the South Essex Traffic Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr. C. G. RANSOME WILLIAMS appeared on behalf 
of the Rickmansworth Urban District Counoil. 



Mr. G. MERCER (instructed by Messrs. Knocker and 
Foskett, Solicitors for the Joint Committee of the 
Travellers’ Associations) appeared on behalf of the 
Joint Committee of the Travellers’ Associations. 



Mr. C'. M. HAWKINS, Chairman of the Harrow Public 
Transport Users Association, represented the Harrow 
Public Transport Users Association and the Pinner 
Association. 



Mr. F. W. STURCH, Chairman of the Joint Transport 
Committee, represented the Joint Transport Committee. 



Mr. M. EGELNICK, Propaganda Secretary, represented 
the London District Committee Communist Party. 

Mr. G. E. AUSDEN represented the Association of Public 
Transport Users. 



( President ) : (Mr. Crawford, Ibefore you sltart it might be 
convenient if I were to say that Ithe days upon which we 
shall 'be Sitting 'this week and next week Will be : tomorrow 
and Friday of itlhlis week, and next week Monday, Tuesday 
and Friday. If we have not finished, by then we shall 
go on 'the following week and sit on each day during that 
week. 

(Mr. Crawford) : I am very much obliged, Sir. 

(President) : The hours during which we propose to sit 
will be, after today, from 10.30 until 12.45 and from 2 
until 4, or some convenient moment thereafter. 

(Mr. Crawford) : That is a very helpful indication. Sir. 

I appear on behalf of the London Transport Board in 
this Application with my learned friends Mr. Fay and 
Mr. Miller. I apologise for the absence on the opening 
day of my learned friend Mr. Fay who is unfortunately 
unexpectedly detained in another place and hopes to be 
before you at the earliest opportunity. In 'the meantime 
it will fall to me to do what I can to open the London 
Transport Board’s case on this Application. 

The Greater London Council, the successors of the 
London County Council, who are one of the principal 
Objectors, are represented on this occasion, for the first 
time, by my learned friend Mr. J. T. Molony and Mr. 
Maclaren. Mr. Maclaren is no newcomer to you, Sir, 
but I am sure we all welcome Mr. Molony in place of 
Mr. Goff, who has gone to a higher place. 



have a inumber of old friends representing 'other Objectors : 
Harrow Public Transport Users’ Association by Mr. 
Htawkiings; ithe Pinner Association by Mr. Hawkings; 
the Joint Transport Committee by Mr. Sturch, who is 
their Chairman ; 'the Ealling, Hillingdon, Southall Trades 
Councils Joint Transport Committee and ithe London 
District Committee of the Communist Party by Mr. 
Egelnick ; the Association of Public Transport Users by 
Mr. George Ausden ; 'Mr. Rosen is represented by Mr. 
Rosen, and Mr. Egelnick 'is represented by Mr. Egelnick. 

In respect of some of the Objectors, I do not take any 
point upon it, but if 'is apparent from the Objections 
before you 'that 'their status might possibly be in dispute ; 
but I 'know that the Tribunal is only too anxious that all 
persons Who want to make any representation ito them 
should have 'the opportunity to do so. It is not insignifi- 
cant that Mr. Rosen, for example, 'in hlis Objection 
describes himself as a representative of a 'body of transport 
users, namely himself, and as such, being a “ body ” no 
doubt he does represent himself ; but whether it is a 
true representation is another matter. However, I am 
sure, in accordance with 'the precedence which the Tribunal 
'have adopted in 'the past, no one will wish to prevent their 
saying what they wish 'to say at some Stage. 

(President) : We are always pleased to hear what people 
have got 'to say, 'but, of course, if anybody is not a 
representative 'body then we will not allow them to 
cross-examine. 

(Mr. Crawford ): No, Sir: If 'that arises then I think 
possibly I ought to raise am objection. 



The London Borough of Barking is represented by my 
learned friend Mr. Barker. The South Essex Traffic 
Advisory Committee again by my learned friend Mr. 
Parker. The Joint Committee of the Travellers’ Associa- 
tion is represented by my learned friend Mr. Mercer. The 
Rickmansworth Urban District Oouncil are represented by 
their Clerk of the Council, Mr. Ransome Williams. Wg. 



This Application is subsequent to .the Application which 
was made in November, 1964, upon which the Tribunal 
gave a decision and reasons in 1965, and if I may say so 
hopefully, the Application now made following upon the 
Notice in the London Gazette of the 31st December, 1965, 
which brought temporarily into effect on the 16th January, 
-,-4966, certain increases, is in essence a simple Application. 
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•Since the (hearing of November /December, 1904, which 
culminated in the confirmation of the notice and the 
reasons of the 21st January, 1965, there have been serious 
changes for the worse in 'the 'London Transport Board’s 
financial position, both on revenue and expenditure sides 
of the account, more 'particular (as is not unusual) on the 
revenue side. In '1964, when last evidence was given before 
you, sir, a surplus running at the rate of £3m. per annum 
was envisaged after 'interest charges, but it was then 
made plain, both in opening and in evidence — and I think 
accepted in the reasons which the Tribunal gave — that 
although running at that rate, there were then envisaged 
and on the stocks claims for wages and alterations in the 
pattern of traffic which would have the effect, probably, 
of absorbing the then surplus by about July, 1965, and 
I think it was in all minds at that time that it would 
not be very long bdfore the 'London Transport Board 
had to present itself before the Tribunal again for further 
'increases in charges to correct what was quite plainly 
then the pattern of increased costs. But at that stage 
those were costs which although envisaged could not be 
quantified, and one had to proceed before the Tribunal 
then upon the basis of such factual information as was 
available. Indeed it was intended 'by the 2nd May, 1965, 
that there should be a further Application to the Tribunal 
'in order .to ask for just these increases, or substantially 
these increases, in fares which are the subject of this 
Application today because it was then anticipated that 
something like an increase in revenue of about £5.7m. 
would be needed to at least ameliorate the deteriorating 
position to a point where the finances of the Board could 
be restored to some sort of surplus. That was the position 
as it was seen at the beginning of May, 1965. 



However, it was thought by the Government undesirable 
at (that time, so 'soon after the preceding increases, to 
introduce further increases in fares and accordingly, after 
some discussion with the Board, it he Minister of Transport 
on behalf of the Government asked the Board to defer any 
increases in fares until the end of '1965, and ais the finances 
of the Board were deteriorating, and as they were mindful 
of their duty under section '18 of the 1962 Act to so 
arrange their finances and conduct their business as to 
secure that their revenue would not be less 'than sufficient 
for making provision for reasonable charges taking one 
year with another, they agreed eventually 'that the Govern- 
ment should compensate them for the holding back of 
any further rise in fares during 1965 or making any 
application for any rise in fares. On the 23i*d June, 1965, 
the then Minister of Transport made a statement in the 
House setting out that this agreement had been arrived 
at and that the Government had asked for a deferment and 
that that had been agreed, and also pointing out that fit 
•was the Government’s intention to make a further inquiry 
into the affairs of the London Transport Boafd but that 
in the interim and in relation to their request for defer- 
ment they proposed ito pay by way of compensation to 
London Transport a figure of £3.&5m. That was the 
compensation which was, as I have said, applicable only 
until 3ilst December, 1965, but there was no duty upon, 
or undertaking on the part of, the Board thereafter to 
withhold any application for any fares increase. 

The effect of that subvention by the Government, of 
course, 'is to put a somewhat artificial aspect upon the 
finances for 1965 of 'the Transport Board, 'but after May, 
1965, there were (as us probably common ground) further 
wage increases and, indeed, many have been agreed which 
Mr. Evershed, our financial witness, will be able to outline 
in 'detail. So that although the revenue and expenditure 
account was cloaked for the year 1965 by the compen- 
sation figure, 'there were to be faced in a future year, in a 
whole year, considerable additional costs of 'increased 
wages and. of course, 'the increases in wages o'f 1965 them- 
selves expanded into .the full year. But as, unfortunately, 
had to be generally recognised, heavy increases in one 
go, so (to speak, to overtake two lots of increases in costs 
are not really commercially practicable and 'the Minister, 
on the 9th December, 1965, in a statement in the House, 
again referred to his release of the Board from their 
undertaking not to apply for increases and went on to 
add that although there might be some measure of 
financial assistance -in 1966 from the Government to the 
Board — and if so the Government would consider it and 
proposals might he put forward — nevertheless, those defer- 



ments which he had requested the ’Board to hold back 
in 1965 he dud not feel justified in asking to be continued. 

So 'that the position at the end o'f the year was that 
having held 'back increases which were thought to be 
necessary, those increases were released by the Minister 
from deferment and no further moneys from the Govern- 
ment are forthcoming unless and until the whole pattern 
of London Transport can be reviewed, unless and until 
it can be seen whether any assistance can be got from 
measures the Government may have in mind and to what 
extent, if any, some financial assistance may be required. 
But it 'would be financial assistance on the basis, I submi t, 
that the Board would be withholding their duty under 
section 18, subject of course to commercial practicability, 
and it is not felt commercially practicable to bring in 
large increases at one go although it may be necessary 
or desirable to bring them in at intervalled stages. 



But the great advantage of having been prepared in 
May, 1965, to introduce further applications on scales 
which had already been worked out was that once the 
Government had decided there would be no further hold 
in 1966 the Board were then ready and able to introduce 
a ready-made scheme for the fares which they had 
envisaged they would like to introduce in May, 1965, 
and so get speedy increases in revenue, and so they gave 
their Notice on 'the 3*list December which was confirmed 
on the 16th January of .this year. So that although 
basically the Application is simple in that there has been 
a very substantial increase in costs and a somewhat smaller 
but significant diminution in revenue and, therefore, one 
is in a position of simply asking .that the Board be placed 
•in a more solvent condition, the Application has two 
unusual factors ; 'the first being that their financial position 
is such that in a future year— .that, of course, is the 
synthetic year built up on the 1965 budget and making 
allowances un a full year for the costs of increases and 
the diminution of revenue— there will be. it is anticipated 
a deficit after interest has been charged of no less than 



The Application is unusual in another aspect, in that 
having regard to the factors I have already mentioned 
which 'inhibit them, so the Board think, from introducing 
very large increases, the revenue 'which is anticipated from 
the charges which they are asking for confirmation of 
(which are substantially the charges in the Notice) will 
produce no more .than a revenue of £5.7m. So that 
one as left with a position where on the basis of this 
Application there would be in a future year a deficit of 
£4 .4m. It follows that these proposals by the Board are 
such as cannot advance any proposal to cover com- 
mercially a balance o'f revenue against expenditure with 
an appropriate surplus for the foreseeable future and the 
matter may well have to be reviewed at some not too 
distant future in the light of developments. 



• ut , 5° urs f’. there IS ' Perhaps, an advantage 'in the way 
an which this case has been put forward at this stage 
because at may be we .shall not be involved in those 
deitanled considerations which we have gone into in the 
past of how much surplus there ought to be, because 
?‘ a ' n 'y °" ^ we cannot budget for a surplus. 
In 1963 the Tribunal gave an indication of the size of 
surplus which they thought appropriate 'in those circum- 
stances and that is something which would be open to 
some degree of discussion should it arise, but in mv 
submission when the facts are presented by the Board 
on this 'occasion it will be seen that it is something 
beyond consideration because we have no hopes off getting 
to . a P 0lint on Application of considering that aspect 
of the matter. So this Application may, perhaps, be 
regarded to some extent as an interim holding operation 
to prevent the finances of the London Transport Board 
getting completely out of hand, so that it remains with 
a measurable degree of control so that any future review 
would not be hampered by an extremely high deficit 
or backlog which would be all the more difficult to 
overcome and to plan to overcome. 



I do not want to go into very much detail . 
financial position in opening. Mr. Evershed will be 
evidence before you and he will, of course, deal 
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usual, with all the aspects which either the Tribunal or 
any Objector wish to elucidate; but the salient features 
of the deficit are as follows : On the 1965 actuals — and 
when I say “ actuals ” for 1965, the figures for 1965 are, 
of course, drawn up at this stage but ithey have not yet 
been put into account form and presented to Parliament 
and they are regarded, in consequence, for the time being 
as being estimates ; but I think you will be assured by 
Mr. EverShed that so far as he quotes figures from the 
year 1965 they Will bear very substantially accurate 
resemblance to the figures which will appear in the 
Acoounts. In 1965, on the basis of the increases which 
have taken place and after adding back, first of all, the 
Government suhsidy of £3. 8m., there will be a deficit. 
It ,is anticipated, of £lm. after charging interest of £6.5m. 
Of course, if you take out ithe non-recurring compensation 
from the Government of £3. 8m. you will then have a 
deficit of £4. 8m. There will be, compared to the 1965 
figures, in a future year a net increase of working expenses 
of £3m. It is anticipated >in a future year compared to 
1965 that there will be a reduction of traffic receipts net, of 
£1.8m. It is also anticipated in a future year compared 
with 1965 there will be an increase in interest charges 
of £0.7m. — that is £7.2m. as agriinsit £6.5m. for 1965. 
That is a figure which will arise largely because of 
borrowings on behalf of the Victoria One and various 
other contracts, where it is thought that the interest upon 
'those borrowings will be permitted to be capitalised and, 
'therefore, need not oome into the calculation of interest 
charges, and there will be some film, to be borrowed, 
of which about £2m. will be from self-finances, leaving 
£9m. to be procured ait interest charges in addition to 
'the current interest rates. So that accounts for the 
additional £0.7m. Of these extra borrowings, the £9m. 
will be spent largely upon generating plant, improving 
distribution and generation of electricity, and other works. 

Finally, there will -be an increase In other receipts, it is 
hoped, mostly additional revenue from British Railways 
Board of £0.2m. So .that with the deficit with which one 
9tar.ts, the increases in working expenses, the reduction 
of traffic receipts, the increased interest charges and a 
slight increase of receipts from British Railways, we 
arrive at a £10.1m. deficit. 

Of course, faced with that financial problem and without 
'the prospect, at the moment, of any outside help, the 
question then arises : How ,is the Board to raise the 
money? Obviously if can only come from fares to an 
almost exclusive extent, and ,in consequence these increases 
were proposed by the Notice and the receipt of confirma- 
tion of it. It is not anticipated that there will be any 
variation in rail receipts in a future year either one way 
or the other ; it is thought that railway revenue, Under- 
ground revenue, and so on, will remain constant. The 
'significant changes in receipts Will reflect on the buses 
for reasons which are largely outside the ability of the 
Board at toe moment to control. It is expected that there 
Will 'be a downward 'trend 'in road receipts due very largely 
Ibo a further increase of private car competition and the 
increasing traffic congestion which makes the services 
extremely difficult to operate and increasingly difficult to 
make attractive to the road passenger. Traffic receipts 
at December, 1965, prices in a future year are estimated 
to be £97m. as distinct from £98.7m. in 1965. 

So having looked a't toe general picture, again one must 
ask : W'hait money can be- got For toe reasons I have 
already outlined, i:t is not thought practicable ait this 
stage, or advisable, having regard to toe state of flux in 
which matters are, to raise at one go £10.1m., and toe 
present proposals will yield the £5.7m. -.that I have outlined. 

The salient aspects of toe proposed changes in fares — 
with two exceptions which I hope I may deal with later — 
are those which were put forward in the Notice and 
those which I have already said were ready on toe stocks 
as from May, 1965. First of all so far as the ordinary 
fares are concerned, toe weight of traffic, as I toink has 
'been emphasised previously is in toe shorter distances and 
fin that area one inevitably must look for toe bulk of 
toe money to be raised, and consequently toe 1-J- and 2-j- 
mlrle fare has had to be eliminated. That, you may 
remember, was introduced in 1963 as a revenue raising 
matter. T't is inconvenient to have half-mile stages but it 



was, in the light of the money then required, thought 
the beat way to do it but now, as it lies in the lower 
ranges of .the fare scale, it us the charge which is most 
easily to be used for the purpose of raising a substantial 
amount of the .money required, and so the li mile and 
2i mile charges have been eliminated by raising those 
charges to toe 2 and 3 mile fares ; so that 6d. becomes 
8d. for 2 miles and lOd. beoomes 1/- for 3 miles. That 
in fact produces, it is hoped, of toe total amount some 
£2.7m., just short of half the total of the amount which 
these fares are expected to raise. One mile, two mites 
and three miles remain .the same. Four miles goes up 
by Id., five miles by 2d., and thereafter throughout 'the 
scale there is an increase of 3d. per stage for toe longer 
journeys over 5 miles. The total yield from toe increases 
of ordinary fares is £5. 174m., of which, as I have said, 
£2.7m. comes from the elimination of the 1£ and 2-j 
miles. Of course season tickets constantly suffer an 
increase in accordance with the increase of ordinaries, but 
the net yield of toe increase of .seasons is only £0.135m. 
In making toe increases, in toe interests of a better scale, 
'the discounts, when one looks alt toe table whlich Mr. 
Lloyd tlhe commercial witness will produce, show generally 
a slightly greater discount up to 15 miles than was the 
case in 'the last scale. Then there are various miscellaneous 
charges and toe net increase in toe clearances from 
British Railways Board together would produce another 
£0.205. That really represents toe bulk of the £5.7im. 
it is hoped to raise. 

I referred to two other matters not in toe Notice, but 
they are referred to in the written case whioh accompanies 
thus Application. One is, perhaps, of a not very contro- 
versial nature and concerns the Queens Park Watford 
and Harrow/ Amersham lines, and includes the Watford 
and Chesham Branches. The fares on those lines from 4 
to 12 miles were increased temporarily under the Notice 
in conformity with toe other charges which it was sought 
to Impose, 'but we do ask now for something quite different 
because beyond 10 miles (Chait is to say, from 11 miles 
upwards) we ask for permission to charge 3£d. per mile. 
The object .of that is to bring toe charges on those lines 
■into conformity with toe Application of 'the British 
Railways Board which has been lodged with the Tribunal 
and which, I understand, may well be heard immediately 
subsequent to this Application. We ask for that because 
these lines have the same characteristics as the British 
Railways Board lines and there is joint train working over 
'them. In 'the past, both under toe old main lines railways 
and subsequently under the Commission and toe Railways 
Board, they have always been aligned to the same charges 
as the British Railways Board and we ask for this 3J-d. 
for beyond 10 miles for conformity and to preserve toe 
historic alignment which has exited for many years in 
relation to those lines. It is not, perhaps, a matter of 
significant revenue raising because the yield anticipated to 
London Transport in relation to this increase is only 
£7,000, £.007m. 

There is in addition a further application mentioned in 
the written case, which is perhaps more controversial, 
certainly If one has regard to the mention of if in so 
many of the objections, and that is the Withdrawal to 
a limited extent of the concessionary fares for children and 
young persons. Paragraph 16 of toe existing order of 
1965 retained the concessions for what are lossely called 
educational fares, and in substance they made provision 
for season tickets in relation to young persons, firstly 
in relation to all persons under 14 at half fare; secondly 
'that paragraph of the order provided that between the 
ages of 14 and 16 there should be a half fare concession 
for all young persons craveOl'ing between their residence 
and toe place where they undergo training for some 
profession, trade or vocation ; thirdly it provided that 
young persons between the ages of 16 and 18 Who were 
similarly undergoing training but were earning more 
'than 25s. per week should be two-lthi'rds of toe ordinary 
fare. 

The difficulty has been largely that toe definition of 
what is an educational season ticket, whlich is defined in 
toe paragraph (sub -paragraph 2) was a very wide one, 
and it read as follows : “ Educational season ticket means 
q season ticket toe use of Which by toe holder thereof 
is limited to journeys between toe place where he resides 
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and a university, college, school or other educational 
establishment or institution where he is undergoing training 
for some profession, trade or vocation.” 

That definition has given rise 'to very considerable 
difficulties of admirtistration. It does nolt limit the con- 
cession to fuM-'time education or training ; it would of 
course apply to apprentices who were undergoing educa- 
tion alt 'least part-time, either doing fully practical 
educational work or attending a part-time educational 
establishment. One has also the difficulty that either the 
board must make inquiries of people between 'the ages 
of 16 and 18 as to what is being earned by an applicant 
for a half or two-thirds fare and what is the nature of 
'the training he is undergoing or the board must obtain 
a certificate from the employer relating to the wage and 
to the nature of (the vocational or other training that the 
applicant is undergoing and of course the board must 
maintain tiwo sets of tickets — lone half fare and one two- 
tlhlirds. So it puts a considerable burden on the staff in 
the administration of this aspect of concessionary fares. 

But the board also object to the retention of this on 
matters of principle, since the receipts from the with- 
drawal of this concession are not thoughlt to be more 
■than about £135,000 ,per annum, although its withdrawal 
in relation to the British Railways Board, I am told, will 
produce a more significant improvement in their finances 
and it is a matter which perhaps they will deal wii'th 
•rather more fully than the London Transport Board, and 
I daresay you will hear more about dlt on the next 
application. 

The London Transport Board in principle feel 'this 
concession is now an anachronism. The half fare for 
those undergoing education and training is of course of 
very long standing ; it as embedded .in history. The two- 
'thlrds fare for those earning over 25s. a week was a last- 
war-t'ime measure, with evacuation, when youngsters 'hod 
■to travel further to work after leaving school than they 
had hitherto been expected to. But I say it is an 
■anadbronism because we hope to bring, by an amend- 
ment to tihlis paragraph, the fare scale into line more 
realistically with current economic -conditions. When 
young men and women now go out as apprentices or to 
engage in some form of work they earn money, and 
Where 'they alt the same time learn a trade, to take an 
example, if is extremely rare for them to be earning less 
than 25s. per week ; indeed you will hear evidence that 
in 1963 a survey Showed that only about 2 per cent of 
llhe total youiths or people between the ages of 16 and 18 
were earning 25s. per week or less, there/by qualifying 
for the half fare. 



It is perhaps common knowledge that a very large 
proportion of the free spending of the country is now in 
'the hand's of youths under 18. They live relatively cheaply 
at home and earn substantial amounlts When working, 
Whether undergoing partial training, or not There is 
greater demand than supply for young labour, and people 
are now prepared to train them without expecting them 
to receive nothing, and indeed they pay them well while 
they are learning. 

So it seems to the board right that in these changed 
economic .conditions this paragraph of the order should 
be brought into line with the current economic Situation 
and that 'the concession should be restricted to Chose 
people who really need it — 'tlho.se people Who are under- 
going full-time education of one sort or another. What 
is applied for has the merit of simplicity, because a simple 
certificate from the head of any full-time establishment for 
educational purposes would be sufficient to establish the 
right to the concessionary fare up to the age .of 18, and 
if is perhaps right, and in the spirit of what was originally 
envisaged when these concessions were first made, that 
those persons who are not earning anything but are 
devoting their time, over !the age of 14, to full-ltiittne 
■education should have this concession. 

But beyond that, the board’s view is that the general 
•travelling public are otherwise being asked to subsidise 
by their fares the travel at a cheap rate of a class which 
now, between the ages of 16 and 18, can afford in the 
vast majority of cases to pay for its own travel. 

That is a matter which has received a certain amount 
of attention in 'the Objection's, and I have selt oUt our 
reasons as fuly as I can, and Mr. Lloyd will be available 
to give further facts and figures should they be desired. 

I come back to where I sitarlted : basically our applica- 
tion ,is simple. We expect in a full year to lose — 'to have 
a defidiit of — £10.1m., and we are asking — not modesltly 
but because of some reason — for the moment only for 
£5.7m. in these fares. The oon'troversILal aspects are 
peohaps not of any great significance financially, but this 
is a time when the board must rake in every penny they 
can, and they want to rationalise the order. 

We .are asking, for reasons purely of convenience, for 
a new order rather 'than an amendment so that the 
increases we seek can be putt forward again in one 
document. 

That is all I seek to say in opening, and I shall call 
Mr. EverShed. 



Mr. Arnold Godfrey Evershed sworn 



(Mr. Mercer ) : Might I raise one point of procedure at 
this stage, before the witnesses are examined in chief, 
on behalf of the number of associations which I represent; 
'these include various residents’, tenants’ and travellers’ 
associations which are comprised un Ithe constituent 
association for whom I appear. 

It does appear from wfealt we have been told just now 
that 'there were financial reasons which would have 
prompted an application such as we are now heating 'in 
May of last year, and then it appears that the position 
developed at the end of the year so that the increases, 
part of which form 'the subject of this inquiry, were 
■imposed tin January of •tihlis year. Shortly after the 
imposition of those increases, my clients did correspond 
with the two boards in order 'to secure information Which 
would assist them in their objection and which would 
assist them in their view in deciding upon the scope of 
'their objection. 

They did receive certain information, but some informa- 
tion was said molt to be available, and in other respects 
my clients were informed tihalt they had best waif for the 
inquiry in order to see how far the questions they would 
have raised might be dealt with ,in the course of the 
examination of tiie witnesses. 

I do not wish to go into detail in regard to these 
questions unless it is necessary, but simply to say that 
they related in some cases to previous exhibits in previous 



'inquiries, and in some oases to previous balance sheets 
presented at previous inquiries. 

One has to have regard to the fact that these matters 
have apparently been before the consideration of 'the 
boards for 12 months. 

Finally, the exhibits with which we are to be concerned 
today were in the hands of my clients seven days ago. 
During the course of the week my clients have prepared 
certain exhibits Which they would desire to rely upon 
lin the course of their objection — 'there are some 18 exhibits 
I understand. Those have been handed to the board for 
correction, because in my submission it 'is far more satis- 
factory that .the board should see these exhibits in advance 
•and correct any figures ; then they do serve some useful 
purpose, one hopes. 

In these circumstances it is proposed by my committee 
that you, sir, might agree thlalt a similar procedure should 
•be adopted on this occasion, partiatiarly as there 
apparently is going to be an adjournment, or adjourn- 
ments, and that the examination in chief should be given 
first and 'then, after an adjournment, the cross-examina- 
tion and the inquiry can proceed. By that time I would 
hope that these exhibits would have been examined and 
checked, and also one could 'then evaluate and see how 
far the information which one would have liked to have 
had has come out in the course of the examination in 
chief. 
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It ;is a question not only of doing justice to all con- 
cerned but also of ensuring tat justice shall be seen to 
be done, and in my submission justice will be done and 
toe seen to be done iff proper time is given for these 
matters to be dealt With adequately and proper considera- 
tion to be given to the very important matters which are 
‘the subject of this inquiry. 

(Mr. Crawford): It is perfectly true that my clients 
received on 22nd March a somewhat cuht letter accom- 
panied by a very lengthy questionnaire from my learned 
friend Mr. Mercer’s associations. A very grealt deal of 
the information which was asked for seemed to us to 
toe a very long way from any matters which could possibly 
be relevant to this inquiry — factual matters such as the 
categories of drivers, conductors, operating staff, lubri- 
cating services, e(tc. — and .those were matters which we 
'thought perhaps might, if they were material, be raised 
iin questions to any witnesses we tendered. 

Certain other .information we were happy to provide. 
We were asked, for example, for the accounts, but of 
course the 1965 acoounlts, Which have not yet been laid 
before Parliament, we did not feel able to produce 



factually, although such matters as will be 'likely to appear 
in them will be available on cross-examination. However, 
much of the information asked for is available in the 
1964 accounts, and we pointed out that. 

As far as the method of dealing with the evidence is 
concerned, Of course tat must be a matter for the 
tribunal. I had hoped tat the pattern of the last inquiry, 
Startling on 30th November, 1964, would be followed, 
namely 'that once a witness had been called he would be 
examined and cross-examined forthwith and there would 
not be postponement of cross-examination, lit always 
Strikes me as more convenient and intelligible if a 
witness is cross-examined immediately after hits examina- 
tion in chief. 

( President ) : Do you wish to say any more on this, Mr. 
Mercer? 

(Mr. Mercer ) : I did not put my application on the basis 
of the questions put and answered bu't on the basis of 
procedure which in all tire circumstances as far as bolth 
hoards were concerned would in my submission do 
justice to any objections to be raised. 



(The Tribunal conferred) 



(President) : No ; we think we ought to follow 'the 
normal procedure of having the witnesses cross-examined 
after the examination in chief. 

(Mr. Mercer): There is this question of the exhibits. 



Which I shall have to deal with unconredted. 

{ President ) : If you find yourself in any difficulty about 
that, you can make an application in due course and we 
shall consider if. 



Examination of Mr. Evershed toy Mr. Crawford 



1. Is your full name Arnold Godfrey Evershed ? — Yes. 

2. You are the chief financial officer of the London 
Transport Board ? — Yes. 

3. You are responsible 'to the Board for accounting, 
costs and budgeting, and the (internal audit work of the 
London Transport Board ? — Yes. 

4. You are no stranger to these proceedings ? — No. 

5. Have you prepared, and Will you be basing part of 
your evidence on, two exhibits, namely AE 1 and AE 2 ? 
— That is so. 

6. I gather the Tribunal and Objectors have been 
furnished with 'those exhibits. First of all do you divide 
your evidence into (the estimated financial results of 
London Transport for the year of 1965 .and the estimated 
financial results of a future year ? — Yes. 

7. Wlhen you say estimated financial results for 1965, 
the fact is that the accounts have not yett been formulated 
for presentation to Partiamenlt ? — That is so. The results 
I put forward are in every respect exactly, I believe, as 
they will eventually be reported to Parliament, bult 'they 
have not yet been lalid before Parliament and it is there- 
fore necessary that I should qualify them 'in some way. 



8. You regard them as estimated but you anticipate 
they will be very much actual once they are finally laid 
before Parliament ? — I believe the figures T am producing 
will be exactly the same as those Which will appear in 
the published accounts in due course. 

9. You have also constructed a future-year computa- 
tion of financial results. Is a future year a synthetic 
accounting period of 12 months? — Yes, tat is a period 
■in which I have reflected 'the estimated traffic receipts 
for 1966 related to a total of working expenses, which 
reflects a ful year’s effect of all the current wage and 
price levels or otf any increases in wage and price levels 
Which it has already been agreed should begin to operate 
from some future dalte. 



10. So it takes into account all effective changes, or 
known changes, in accounting as compared With 1965 in 
a synthetic year, but taking into account all changes of 
Which you know and Which you can quantify? — That is 
right; I have given a full year’s effect to all changes Which 
are known and are therefore capable of being quantified. 

11. Does AE 1 Show the results for 1965 in the first 
column and for a future year alt your pre- January 1966 
fare levels? — Yes, .and it also shows in column 2 (tat 
is in relation to a future year) the estimated yield of fhe 
proposed increases which are being applied for. 

■12. So up to line 10 — item 10 of the exlhlibiit — you 
are comparing 1965 — your known figures — with your 
projections for a full, notional year? — Yes. 

13. And then bringing in the estimated yield in line 
11 ?— Yes. 

14. Does AE2 show t)he differences in more detail 
between 1965 and the future year, showing the variations 
and the causes of them ? — Yes. 



15. As far as you deal in these exhibits With traffic 
receipts for 1965 and the future year, do you obtain tat 
'information from Mr. Lloyd, who is now the board’s 
commercial witness and ohief commercial manager? — 
In so far as the traffic receipts for 1965 are concerned, 
'they have the same diaraCberlisttics as the o'ther figures, 
'tat is to say they are the figures Which Will appear in 
'the board’s annual accounts. As far as the traffic receipts 
for the future year are concerned, they are taken from 
our budge! for 1966, and rf you desire, I think Mr. Lloyd 
will explain anything 'tat needs to be explained. 

16. As far as the actual estimaltes are concerned which 
you have incorporated in your tables, do you accept his 
assessment of the estimated yield ?— Yes. 

; .... if>4gn ! mm b‘- ■i'i ■ • 

17. You have already referred to the estimalted figures 
for 1965 as being in effect what will appear in the accounts 
when published. As far as the estimates for the future 
year are concerned, you have just mentioned they were 
compiled from the, London Transport domestic budget 
for 1966? — Thalt was the basis of them. 
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18. It is well known to tlhe Tribunal tlhart it is common 
practiice for you as welii as other commercial undertakings 
to make a budget tor tlhe ensuing year (wlblioh is 1966 
in tihlis case) and I d'o ndt thlink I need ask you a't this 
■stage how feat budget is compiled ; it has been explained 
on previous occasions. But have you then adjusted tlhe 
budget tor 1966 in the way you have described by bningliing 
into account the increases in costs, diminutions in revenue 
and fall in traffic and so on, so as to arrive a't your 
synthetic year? — Yes, because these factors will be only 
partly reflected in tlhe domesltic budget — they will be 
reflected for the period Of 1966 during which they will, i : t 
is believed, operate, whereas on the future year they 
are brought in for .the fUH year. 

19. In the past have you found the domestic budget 
Itself a reliable indication of the prospects tor the year 
tor which it is .compiled? — Not always, I am afraid, but 
by and large it is a useful 'instrument of financial manage- 
ment and control. It was more accurate, or more reliable, 
in earlier years, perhaps, than in later years. It has never 
been closely reliable, but it is the beslt estimate we can 
produce of the financial prospects of a future period. 

20. Are the variations you have had to make for a 
future year capable of reasonably close assessment ? — Yes, 
the process of converting the budget into an estimate tor 
a future year involves quite a minor number of adjust- 
ments, which can be closely assessed. 



21. In making the adjustments to .the budget for the 
future year, have you had to estimate the costs of wage 
awards and improvements in conditions Of service which 
have been agreed by the board ? — Yes. 



22. Of course, as you pointed out, not all Of the full 
effect is in the budget, and adjustments have to be made ; 
have you made adjustments tor all wage awards which 
have been agreed ?— I have made adjustments tor all wage 
awards which have been already agreed, yes, even though 
some of them may not begin to operate tor some months 
to come. 



23. I think you have a general agreement with the 
major un'ion — the Transport & General Workers’ Union — 
with whom you have to deal as to review of wages and 
conditions ; how often is the review ? — We have an agree- 
ment with the Transport & General Workers’ Un'ion that 
t'he wages Of their members diould be reviewed annually, 
with the objeot of agreeing a wage scale to take effect in 
June Of each year. There is one such review going on at 
the moment ; it has been in fact referred to the Prices & 
Incomes Board tor settlement, and for that reason, and 
because I do not know what the Prices & Incomes Board’s 
verdict will ,be, I have made no provision in the future 
year estimates for that particular wage increase (if inorease 
there be). 



Mr. A. G. Evershed: Examined 



24. So that although negotiations have been taking 
place, you are unable to quantify any prospect (if indeed 
there is a prospect), of any increase? — I am unable to 
quantify the cost of the increase, and have therefore 
omitted it. 

25. Might we look at AE1 more closely? First of 
all, the figures shown in Column 1, which are the 1965 
figures, do include at item 6 an item “ Government com- 
pensation for loss of receipts due to postponement of 2nd 
May, 1965, fares increase.” Would you explain more 
fully to the Tribunal what the nature of that sum is ? — 
Yes ; the Board had, in the early part of 1965, seen the 
necessity to increase fares and had proposed to do so 
on the 2nd May, 1965. They did in fact propose to make 
an increase in fares which would have resembled very 
closely indeed the increases which we are applying for 
now. The Minister asked the Board to defer making that 
increase at that time in order that .the attractiveness of 
public transport should not be diminished at a time when 
it was becoming particularly necessary that all means 
Should be sought and employed to relieve traffic congestion 
on the roads. The Minister said that if the Board re- 
frained from increasing fares as they had proposed to do, 
■the Government would make up the sum which that fares 
increase would have earned if it had been implemented. 
Under that arrangement the Government paid the Board 
the sum of £3,850,000 being the sum which we should 
have earned by way of increased tores if the increase 
which we had proposed had been put into operation on 
the date on which we proposed to put it into operation. 

26. For how long was the deferment to be? — 'The 
'Government asked us to defer the increase until fresh 
decisions could be made, not later than the beginning of 
1966, and the amount of the compensation which they paid 
us was equivalent to what the tores’ increase would have 
earned up to the 31st December, 1965. 

27. As from the 2nd May, when you would otherwise 
have imposed them ? — Yes, as from the 2nd May, 1965. 

28. This does not represent a full year— that propor- 
tion of the year up to December ? — It represents that pro- 
portion of the year during which the increase would have 
been effective, if it had been made as we had intended. 

29. The Minister in fact made public his request, and 
a Statement in answer to a written question in the House 
was made on the 23rd June, 1965, which was reported in 
Hansard of that date — “ Written Answers, Column 222 ”? 
— Yes, Column 222. 



30. Taking into account that compensatory payment 
from the Government of Item 6 in AE1, Column 1, do 
you arrive at a working surplus a't item 8 of £5.5m.? — 
Yes. 



311. That is before interest charges at Item 9 of £6.5m.? 
— Yes, giving a net deficit of roughly film, for the year. 

32. Taking into account the compensation of £3.8m. 
at the end of 1965, you estimate, bringing that into your 
account, you will have a deficit, after interest, of £lm.? 
-Yes. 



33. Looking at the future year in Column 2 of AE'l, 
first of all you have the figure of passenger receipts at 
£97m., and that is the estimate which you get from the 
commercial side of the organisation ? — Yes. 



34. There are miscellaneous .traffic receipts at Item 2 
of £0.3m., bring your total traffic receipts estimated, line 
3, of £97 .3m.? — Yes. 



35. 'Working expenses on Item 4, are £103m.? — Yes, 
■that is so. 



36. There is a net worsening of some £3m. of working 
expenditure ? — An increase of £3m. on working expenses. 

37. Therefore at line 5 you have a net traffic receipts 
deficit of £5.7m. and that is a worsening, over 1965, of 
£4.'8m. is it not ? — Yes, that is so ; that is an increase in 
deficit, at that stage, of £4.8m. 



38. Then, of course, at line 6 one has no Government 
compensation to bring into account, as in 1965, and at 
Item 7 you have a slight ’improvement in other receipts 
up from £2.6m. to £2.8m ? — Yes. 



39. That brings one to the working deficit on pre- 
January, 1966, charges of £2.9m. ; is that right ?— That is 
so. I have drawn attention in the Exhibit AE1 to the 
fact 'that although the figures are put in to juxtaposition 
of one another, the figures on tine 8—^ that is, the working 
surplus for 1965, and that for the future year — are not 
■truly comparable by reason of the fact that the 1965 
figures include (whereas the future year figures exclude) 
the amount received from ‘the Government by way of 
compensation for the deferment Of the proposed inorease 
in fares. 
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40. In fact, to compare like with like, one should 
deduct the £3.8m. from the working surplus of £5 .5m. in 
line 8 ? — I do not think one can make the figures “ like 
with like ” in -that way. I think it has to be accepted that 
the conditions in the two years are different and that the 
figures must be put out in this way, and the lack of com- 
parability must be borne in mind. 

41 . Item 9, interest charges in the future year at £7 .2m.? 
— 'Yes. 

42. I think you deal with that increase later on ; you 
then get your deficit, before any increase of fares, in Item 
10 of filO.lm. — Yes. 

43. At line 11 you show £5 .7m. as the estimated yield 
of the proposed increase, and that then throws up, at Item 
12, an estimated deficit in a future year of proposed 
charges at £4.4m.? — Yes. 

44. So far as concerns the increase of £9.'lm. in the 
deficit, that is the difference between the film, in 1965 and 
the filO.-lm. for a future year, can you explain in more 
detail how that arises? — Yes, that is the financial worsen- 
ing shown at line 10 of Exhibit AE 1 . 

45. Yes, in comparing that with AE 2, which is an 
analysis of AE 1 ? — Yes, that is the analysis in AE 2. 

46. First of all in line 1 of AE2 you have a change 
in the volume of traffic receipts, and you show a figure of 
fil^m. worse, which is due to a change in the volume of 
traffic ? — Yes ; the future year traffic receipts are esti- 
mated to be £1.8m. lower than those for 1965 at common 
fare levels. 

47. 'Is that wholly in passenger receipts ? — No, it is 
to the extent of £1.7m. in passenger receipts and to the 
extent of £100,000 in our miscellaneous traffic receipts. 

48. If any further explanation of that is required, no 
doubt Mr. Lloyd is the person to deal with it ? — Yes. 

49. Then at line 2 you analyse the figure of £3m. 
which is the increase in working expenses. Wall you tell 
the Tribunal how that is made up? — Yes. In effect AE 2 
shows, in lines 2 to 7, inclusive, the various reasons for 
the increase of £3m. in working expenses. The first, and 
largest, is an increase of £4.2m. in wage rates and con- 
ditions of service. 

50. Yes. Then can you give some detail of how that 
£4.2m. is made up in terms of various agreements in rela- 
tion to wages and improved conditions of service ? — Yes. 
This is an increase which flows wholly from wage in- 
creases or improvements in conditions of service that 
have already been agreed between the Board and the 
employees’ representatives, even though they might not all 
be operative yet. 

51. Which is the first, or earliest, in time ? — I have in 
fact broken them down in to increases for road staff and 
increases for rail staff. 

52. Let us start with the drivers and conductors. — Yes, 
perhaps I can deal with them in that way. The first in- 
crease I must emphasise — and all the increases I shall be 
talking about are increases whioh are already in operation 
and were in operation during a part of '1965, and there- 
fore the extent of the difference in a future year is the 
difference between 'the impact of these increases in 1965 
and what the impact would have been in a full year. For 
example, we introduced a shorter working week for drivers 
and conductors in March, 1965. Because it only started 
to operate in March, 1965, it was not fully reflected in 
■the results of that year, and its cost in a future full year 
will be something about £300,000 more than the cost in 
1965. 

53. Then you get to June, 1965 ; was there a further 
award in relation to drivers and conductors ? — Y es ; I 
referred earlier in my evidence to the fact we have an 



agreement to consider and to adjust the wages of drivers 
and conductors annually in June, and in implementation 
of that agreement, increases of some 18s. Od. to 20s. Od. a 
week were awarded in June, 1965. That again will be 
effective for a full year for the first time in 1966, and 
the cost is about £1.3m. more in a full year 'than in 1965. 
Those two increases, taken together, add up to a further 
burden of £1.6m. in the future year compared with 1965. 

54. As from .the 1st January, 1966, 'have there been 
other negotiated agreements in relation to members of 
your staff for increases of wages ? — Yes, but prior to that 
there was an increase of 3± per cent to the railway staff 
and the staff that are associated with the railway staff in 
wage .settlements. This cost £700,000 more in the future 
year than in 1965. 

55. Then from a date in 1966 — I think in February — 
was there a further improvement in working conditions 
which cost you, in a full year, extra money ? — Com- 
mencing in February of this year, a shorter working week 
was given to the railway employees, which will cost 
£700,000 in a full year. No part of that was reflected in 
1965 because it did not operate at that time. A further 
increase of 1£ per cent was given to the clerical staff 
effective from the same date, and as part of a composite 
arrangement entered into with the Railways Unions at that 
time, it has been agreed that 'there shall be a further in- 
crease of 3£ per cent for the railway men, commencing 
in September, 1966. These .increases will, in total, cost 
about £900,000 a year. 

56. ' Then have there been several smaller wage 
increases negotiated which cover the electrical, technical, 
catering and other groups of staff? — Yes ; there was a 
considerable number of quite minor wage awards covering 
the staff not covered by the two main groups I have 
referred to. Those increases will cosit, in a full year, 
£300,000 more than their cost in 1965. 

57. So with railway staff increases of £0.7m., £0.7m., 
£0.9m. and £0.3m. in a full year, making £2.3m. with the 
£1.6m. you spoke of before that, in relation to the drivers 
and conductors, does that make a total in a full year — 
the cost of increases compared with 1965 — of £4 ,2m. which 
is your figure at Item 2 of AE2 ? — Yes, that is the addi- 
tional cost in a full year of the increases I have referred 
to compared with their cost in 1965. 

58. In Item 3 of AE2 you show a figure of £0.3m. 
for pensions, National Insurance and redundancy levy. 
Will you elaborate on that ? — There are two elements in 
that figure. The first is the future cosit, 'in a full year, of 
the increases in the National Insurance fiat rate contribu- 
tions which became effective in March, 1965. The second 
element is t'he necessity for employers to make contribu- 
tions to a Redundancy Fund under t'he terms of the 
Redundancy Payments Act, 1965. This first came into 
operation on the 6th December, 1965, and it is estimated 
that .it Will cost the Board £1100,000 a year. Finally, with 
the agreement of the Minister, the Board have entered 
into an arrangement to supplement the pensions of some 
of their former salaried staff who retired some years ago 
and whose pensions have, therefore, been erroded by the 
fall in the value of money. This supplementing of pen- 
sions Will also cost £100,000 a year. 

59. That is your £0.3m. in Item 3' ? — Those three items, 
•taken together, represent the £300,000 in line 3. 

60. 'Line 4 deals with local rates — an increase of 
£200.000. What ! is the cause of that ? — That is brought 
about by the fact that for the fiscal year 1966-67, pro- 
vision has been made for an increase of 7 per cent in 'the 
poundage by reference to Which we pay rates on our pro- 
perties. 

61 . Item 5 ? — I beg your pardon — yes, 7 per cent in 
the poundage. 7 per cent in the pound by reference to 
which we pay rates. 

62. That you estimate is an extra £200,000. Item 5, 
you are dealing with savings arising from mileage changes 
of £1.5m.? — Yes. 
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63. It is nice to see a saving for a change. 'How does 
that arise ? — That arises ‘because we expect, in 1966, to 
operate rather less mileage than we in fact operated in 
1965 on the road services in particular. This reduction 
in .mileage has a value which can be fairly closely assessed, 
consisting of .the wages of the staff who would be engaged 
in running that mileage, if we were .to run it, the fuel oil 
and the tyres which would he consumed, and so on, and 
it is estimated that the reduction in mileage will have the 
effect of reducing our total working expenses an a future 
year by £l.'5m. compared with the position in 1965. 

64. Then at item 6 have you a minor item of a miscel- 
laneous character, which I total there to be a net figure 
of £200,000 ? — Yes, there are a number of plusses and 
minuses, netting £200,000. 

65. Which is in fact a saving, so .that you have finally, 
at line 7, a figure of £3m. which is your net .increase of 
working expenses .that is the £100m. compared with the 
£103m. in AE'l ?— Yes. 



66. So far as the Government compensation is con- 
cerned, as you have already pointed oult, that ceased at 
the end of the year 1965, and has an allowance therefore 
been made for that at Item 9? — Yes, it appeared in 1965, 
and no provision is made for it to appear in a future 
year, and therefore it will not enter into its reconciliation. 

67. At Item 10 you show increases in other receipts, 
net, plus £200,000. What does that come to ? — That 
comes— -‘I am afraid not from British Railways as you 
mentioned in your opening. 

68. I am sorry ; I made a mistake. — lit is the revenue 
from the letting of kiosks and shops on station premises, 
revenue from the lettings of properties which are surplus 
to our operational requirements and revenue from com- 
mercial advertising, and other cosit net revenues, and it is 
believed that 'the net revenue from these sources can be 
'increased by £200,000 this year compared with 1965. 



69. So in calculating the variations in 'the working 
surplus or deficit — deficit in .this case — a't litem 11 you get 
a total figure worsening of £8.4m. compared with 19657- 
Yes. 



70. Then you bring up 'Item 12, an increase in 'interest 
charges of £0.7m. Would you please explain how that 
anses ? — I have made provision in AE'l for interest 
charge of £7.2m. for the future year, and that is in fact 
£700,000 more than the .interest charge for 1965. In 
assessing the interest charge for the future year I have 
hrought into account all ithe loans which I expect we shall 
have .to take from the Ministry of Transport during 1966, 
and have provided for a full year’s 'interest on those loans 
—in addition, of course, to a full year’s interest on all the 
loans contracted up to the end of 1965. 



worfos, and of that £11 m. we expect to be able to finance 
about £2m. from our own internal resources, leaving £9m. 
to be borrowed from the Ministry, and provision is made 
iin the interest charge in the future year for a full year’s 
interest on ithe borrowing of £9m. 

74. So having made provirion for an increase of 
'interest charges — going back to AE2 at Item 13— does 
'that fianlly show up a variation as compared with 1965 
of £9.1m. worsening in the revenue?— Yes, bearing in 
mind always the difference that £9.1m. imparts on the 
one side of the comparison, the Government compensa- 
tion, buit it does not include it on .the other ride. 

75. Is that of course before any account is taken of 
the revenue which may be expected from the increases of 
fares, if .they are approved ? — Yes. 

76. If one takes thalt increase, the increase on revenue 
of £5 ,7m. into account, is the overall position, so far as 
you can foresee ii't in a future year, a net deficit of £4.4m.? 
— Yes, that is 'the result that these figures indicate. 



77. I .think that insofar as that future position is con- 
cerned, have you considered whether or not your financial 
situation is such as to require additional revenue. — Well, 
of course, the financial situation is completely unsatis- 
factory on that point. 



78. Even with this increase of revenue, Mr. Evershed, 
'it would not appear that your financial position will be 
wholly satisfactory in any event, will it ?— No, but the 
•future is obscure. The Minister has said in the House 
of Commons that the Board will almost certainly require 
•tome measure of financial assistance in 1966, and if that 
■should prove necessary, the Government would present the 
proposals to the House for providing this assistance. What 
■form this assistance might take I do not know. When it 
might be forthcoming, I do not know. In fact, I know 
no more on this that I have read in Hansard, and I have 
made no provision for any financial assistance from the 
Government in any of my estimates. 



79 • No. You referred to a statement by the Minister in 
Hansard Is that a statement made by Mr. Fraser on 
Wednesday, 8th December, 1965, in Hansard, columns 
689 and 690 ? — I think it is 'the 9th December. 



80. Yes, thalt is so; I am sorry.— Column 689 of the 
9th December. 



81. Is it right that Mrs. Castle, who succeeded Mr. 
Fraser as Minister of Transport, said much the same 
tiling ? — I believe so, but I do not have the reference to 



71. 'During 1966 do you expect substantial further 
borrowings ?— Oh yes ; during 1966 we shall have to 
•borrow considerable sums .of money from Ithe Ministry, 
partly for major railway extensions and partly for— partly, 
that is to say, for the construction of major railway exten- 
sions and partly for other purposes. In preparing our 
assessment of the interest charge for .the future year, I 
have excluded from consideration .the money which we 
expect to have to borrow to finance .the major railway 
extensions, because I have assumed that the interest on 
those 'borrowings Will be oapitaiised, with the Minister’s 
approval, as the interest on the money needed for the 
construction of the Victoria line is capitalised, with his 
approval. 



72. So that aspect of interest on borrowing will not 
affeclt the revenue account in a future year ? — That aspect 
•of revenue borrowing does not come in to the calculation 
of revenue account. 



73. 'But there are future borrowings the interest on 
•which will be brought 'into revenue account? — Yes, 
beyond that which we shall spend on major railway exten- 
sions. We expect to spend about £llm. on other capital 



82. 'Bult you have not been able to take this into 
account, and such promises or statements of what might 
be the position in future, so far as your future is con- 
cerned. Have you had to deal with the actual facts as 
they present themselves to you ?— Yes. I have no indi- 
cation as to what form .this financial assistance, if any, 
would take. It could quite easily taken the form of 
lending, granting us loans to assist us through a period 
of financial difficulty and, as such, would not benefit our 
revenue account at all. There -Is no Indication as to 
whether this financial assistance, if given, would take the 
same form as it .took in 1965— that is a form which we 

could take to the credit of our revenue account or 

whether it might be finance given as a loan to simply tide 
us over a difficult period. I have no information on that 



83. Unless you could at least partially raise the revenue 
which is on need, what do you say about the difficulties 
of having London Transport financed ? Is the situation 
likely to become so difficult so that it might be difficult 
to remedy .the situation at a later date ?— It is difficult to 
see matters reaching such a pass, but clearly, if we do not 
cover our corts currently .the money has got to be found 
from somewhere. We have either got to borrow it or we 
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■have got to receive some form of subsidy or financial 
assistance. In either event, 'it has got to be raised by the 
Government or from some body of persons other than 
■the passengers. If financial assistance is given to us by 
way of loan, then this undertaking has got to bear the 
interest on that loan, and presumably eventually repay it. 
The financial situation is extremely unsound at the 
■moment; the future is obscure, but I cannot say that 
financial matters are so serious as to indicate there is a 
real danger of their getting ouit of hand. 

( Adjourned ft 

(Mr. Crawford ): That was all I had to ask Mr. Ever- 
shed in Chief. I tender him now for cross-examination. 

Cross-examined 

85. Your figures on AE 1 and 2 are admirably clear, 
if I may say so, and in commenting on what they dis- 
close you told us that they point to a financial Situation 
which is completely unsatisfactory, and at another point 
you described it as “extremely unsound.” — Yes. 

86. Indeed one might say, in the light of the Board’s 
statutory duty .to pay its way, the position financially 
speaking is really deplorable, is if not ? — lit has a duty to 
pay its way taking one year with another. It is merely 
one year. 

87. Are you suggesting that the deterioration in the 
Board’s finances is not something which has been going 
on for some time ? — ■Deterioration as a process has been 
going on for some time, yes, but we have not been at this 
low level of profitability for very long. 

88. The position on AE 1 is that but for Government 
compensation amounting to £3.8 there would have been 
a deficiency in 1965 of £4.8m. — I do not think that is quite 
fair, Sir. If there had not been Government compensation 
there would have been an increase in fares of equal value. 

89. And .that is now, in substance, the increase which 
is subject to examination by the Tribunal, — Yes. 

90. Assuming that there is confirmation of .the increases 
which have already 'taken place and such additional in- 
creases in fares as you are contending for, the current 
year is expected .to yield a deficit of £4.4m.7 — Yes. 

91 . My 'learned friend used the expression — 'and I think 
it was his, not yours — a “ synthetic year ” representing 
your future year in AE 1 . I do not quite follow the choice 
of that adjective. Does not your column “ future year ” 
in AE1 represent the best budgetary 'forecast you and 
those serving with you can make of the current year ? — 
No, sir. It is truly a synthetic year 'because it is a period 
which is not describable by reference to the calendar, but 
•it is a period of twelve months in which certain factors 
will have a ful year’s effect. The budget for 1966, for 
example, will only bring into account perhaps three 
months’ cost of a wage increase which will occur 'in 
September, 1966, because it will only be effective for three 
months out of 1966 ; but in the future year provision is 
made for a full year’s cost of that increase. 

( President ) : The conception of a “ future year ” is one 
which is well known in respect of London fares, Mr. 
Molony. 

92. (Mr. Molony): I hope you will bear with me 
because my understanding is very much more limited 'than 
yours, Sir. {To the witness): What you are saying, Mr. 
Evershed, then, is that there is to be expected a dis- 
crepancy between your future year — a concept well known 
to the Tribunal, so 'it seems — and the actual figures which 
at the end of 1966 will be revealed ? — Yes. 

93. If I may follow that up, it is because you are taking 
•into acoount in your future year wage increases wWioh will 
not in fact operate for the whole of 1966 ?— Yes, and fares 
■increases which will not be operative throughout the whole 
of 1966. 



84. Is 'the position this, that if you oould raise monies 
now, at least until matters are less obscure, you will be 
•in a better position to carry on ? — Oh yes ; I am con- 
vinced that we can and we must raise additional money 
at this time by way of .increased fares, and we must do 
at least as much as we can to improve the financial posi- 
tion by our own efforts. 

(Mr. Crawford): That is all I have to ask this witness, 
Sir. 

a short time) 

( President ) : Mr. Molony, I think you come first. 



by Mr. Molony 



94. That is rather a small limitation, is it not ? — The 
principle is the same. 

95. I follow the principle, but in actual fact the fares 
increases that we are concerned with now were brought 
into operation in January or February 7 — -Yes. 

96. Does it follow from what you have been teHl'ing 
me 'that the £4.4m. is not likely to represent ithe defioit 
at the end of the current year in fact ? — No, it would be 
quite accidental if 'it did. 

97. In what sense should any adjustments be made if 
one was aiming to discover what is the likely deficit at 
the end of 1966 ? — They would be of two kinds : First of 
all, the deficit in the calendar year 1966 would 'be less than 
that for the future year because the calendar year would 
only feel the impact for a part of the year of wage in- 
creases which started during 1966, .whereas .the future year 
feels the impact of such an increase for a whole year. 
The other major respect is this, that the calendar year 
1966, when /the results come to be known, will be affected 
by wage increases which have yet to 'be agreed — .for 
example, the wage increase which is at present under dis- 
cussion for drivers and conductors, which is not allowed 
for at all in the future year. 

98. I follow that, and you have referred to .that matter 
already today. So that in the result one expects the figures 
for the actual year of '1966 to be adjusted upwards in 
•respect of some considerations and downwards in respect 
of others? — Yes. 

99. And one may or may not get as an actual figure 
in that sense something In 'the neighbourhood of your 
£4.4m. — It would be rather accidental if we did. 

1100. What is your financial prognosis, if you have 
one ? — I personally .see the difficulty of taking into 
acoount an award which 'has been referred elsewhere and 
which may or may not oome into play, but apart from 
that, do you make any financial prognosis as to whether 
the aotual deficit would be more or less than the £4.4m. 
of your future year ? — Making what allowances I can for 
those uncertainties, I 'think the actual deficit fox 1966 will 
probably .be larger than the figure for the future year. 

101. Larger ? By how much ? I only ask for an 
approximation. — It may be more nearly £5m. than the 
£4.4m. .we have in the future year. 

102. Would you explain, as shortly as you can, why 
that should be so ? — Principally because in making a prog- 
nosis of the results of the actual year 1965 I must make 
what allowances I can for a part year’s cost of a further 
'Increase in wages for drivers and conductors. 

103. Should not this refer to the aotual year 1966 ? — 
I am sorry, I meant the aotual year 19 66. 

'104. If in fact that is l'ikely to be the figure that 
emerges for 'the aotual year 1966, What redeeming factor 
is going to come into play in your notional future year 
which is going to cut the deficit to your £4.4m.? — There 
is no allowance made in coming to the figure of £4.4m. 
for any increase to drivers and conductors. 
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105. So the outlook for any year after 1965, on the 
information available to you now, whether it be a syn- 
thetic year or a calendar year, is that the deficit will in fact 
be substantially greater than £4.4m.? — I ith'in'k that is the 
possibility, yes. 

'106. I said in any year after '1965, which means 1966 
and thereafter. — Perhaps I should qualify my answer 
“ yes.” I cannot look 'beyond 1966 and I can only answer 
your question in the light of circumstances as I know them 
today. 

<107. Quite ; that was incorporated in my question. It 
is plain, is it not from what your figures reveal, that the 
London Transport Board is falling to meet its statutory 
obligation ito pay its way ? — That, as I have said, is an 
obligation to pay our way taking one year with another. 
I do not pretend to know exactly what .that means, but 
the London Transport Board has in the past made sur- 
pluses. albeit small ones, and it may make surpluses again 
in the future i ! f the conditions in which we have to operate 
are ameliorated. But I agree that during the period of 
time at which we are principally looking the prospect is 
that we shall fail to pay our way during that period. 

108. At the same time, of course, you are under a 
statutory duty to provide an adequate transport service 
for i the Metropolitan area. Do you agree that the Board 
are now in a period when they are failing to comply with 
both of their main obligations ? — No. I do not think I can 
accept that. Nobody has yet been able to define what is 
an adequate service. I will agree that we are not pro- 
viding as good a service as we would wish. 

109. You no doubt are fully aware of the Select Com- 
mittee on Nationalised Industries’ Report ? — Yes. 

M0. You were introduced as the Chief Financial 
Officer and I gather you attend Board meetings ? — Yes. 

111. Are you a member of the Board ? — No. sir. 

112. Paragraphs 29 and 30 of the Report of the Select 
Committee advocated that the labour and financial repre- 
sentation on the Board should be strengthened, did if not? 
—Yes. 

113. Has there been appointed anybody to the Board 
whose activity is designed to give full-time attention to 
financial problems ? — -No. 

114. I will turn, if I may, to paragraph 569 of the 
Report on page 143, where it is recorded: “In Chapter 
WH your Committee saw how witnesses from the Board, 
■the Ministry and the Greater London Oounoil were unani- 
mously of opinion that the Board’s service had great 
deteriorated in recent years.” Is that an opinion which 
you share, or 'is it one from which, you are detached ? — 
I do not think that is my business, but I do share that 
view, yes. It is a matter for the commercial side rather 
than me. 

115. “ In Chapter X, your Committee saw why and to 
what extent the Board are now unable to pay their way.” 
The Committee seemed to put the financial position in 
the terms that I was suggesting, which you did not accept ; 
that it right, is dt not ? — Well, I am in some difficulty in 
agreeing to your proposition 'because the Select Committee 
came to the conclusion that on the basis of present fares 
and future costs 'the Board would fail to pay jits way, 
and I find some difficulty in assenting to the proposition 
that when the Committee spoke it was said then to. be 
unable to pay it way. That might be a reasonable view 
as to the future. 

1116. I do nOt want to go through all the material upon 
which they founded this statement of opinion, but may I 
remind you Of what I understand to be the position. In 
1963 it was agreed between the Board and the Ministry 
that a surplus of £4m. a year on revenue account should 
be aimed at. Is that right ? — Yes. 

117. Has that ever been achieved ? — No. 



118. So far from achieving it, one sees that in 1965 
and, it is to be anticipated, in 1966 there Will be deficits. — 
Yes. 

119. That target of £4m. a year surplus was extended as 
a target for four or five years, I have forgotten which. — 
Five years. 

120. So the object was that on revenue account over 
that period there would be £20m. on the right Side. — Yes. 

121. So far from being £20m. on the right side, up to 
■the point that time has gone and projecting forwards what 
time is likely to reveal, 'there Will be a deficit of many, 
many millions, will there not ? — I do not know. I can 
tell you that there is at the moment an accumulated 
surplus of rather less than £24-m., that is after the lapse 
of three years. What the future holds will to a very large 
extent, I believe, depend on what is done to ease our 
financial position and possibly to ease the extremely 
difficult situation in Which we try to operate our services. 

122. A good deal of evidence was given on this and 
related points which I do not propose to take you to. You 
produced evidence yourself ? — 'Financial evidence, yes. 

123. We know the Minister made good the £3.8m. last 
year and the Minister promises to do the same during the 
current year, does he not ? — Oh no, I do not think that 
is true. 

124. Well, he said on the 9th December that the 
Transport Board expects to require some measure of 
financial assistance in 1966 ; is that right ? — Yes. 

125. Is that a measure of financial assistance you want 
to make up the deficit on revenue account which you 
expect ? — I do not know. The measure of financial 
assistance which he had in mind when he spoke these 
words is probably as you suggest, the deficit on revenue 
account in 1966 ; but no indication is given as to how 
that is to be met, in particular no indication is given that 
that is likely to be met in the same way as what would 
have been the corresponding deficit was met in 1965. 

126. That was met, of course, by a free gift to make 
good what you had lost by not putting your fares up. — 
Yes. 

( President ): To which column are you referring, Mr. 
Moflony ? 

127. (Mr. Molony) : Column 689 of the 9th December, 
Sir. (To the witness ): The first sentence I read to you 
is an expectation which is attributed to the Board: 
“ London Transport Board expects to require some 
measure of financial assistance in 1966.” — Yes. 

128. That expectation on the part of 'the Board is an 
expectation of a subvention in order to relieve 'the deficit 
of 1966 that it anticipates on revenue account, is it nolt? 
— Not necessarily I think, sir. If i't were possible, for 
example, for the Ministry so to improve the conditions of 
operation in London for our road service vehicles the 
deficit Which the Board would incur would be, I believe, 
substantially .reduced .and thereby some measure of assis- 
tance could be given to London Transport which would 
be other than financial (in a direct sense. I do not know 
how this assistance, financial or otherwise, is gding to be 
given. 

129. Nor do I, but you are not suggesting that during 
the current year, 1966, improvements in road conditions 
or anything of that sort Which would make the operation 
of your service easier to handle could be brought into 
pil ay in a way that would substantially cure the deficit 
of getting on for £5m. ? — No. I am not suggesting that, 
but it could be reduced. 

130. I quite agree ttoalt there are many ways in Which 
financial assistance might be given to you other than by 
a direct payment such as 1965 displayed. Your Board 
spokesman before the Select Committee did suggest various 
ways in Which the position of London Transport could 
be eased by financial aid, did they nolt? — Yes. 
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131. Whialt was the main suggestion tot was made? — 
The main suggestion, I suppose — 'perhaps in . amount, 
certainly in priority — was Uha't we should be relieved of 
•Che tax on fuel oil. 

132. WhaJt about relief from the obligation to pay 
interest on the capital assets? — There was a further 
suggestion that we should be relieved of the obligation 
to pay interest on our capital loans insofar as these had 
■been devoted to the construction of railway lines. 

133. This does not, of course, touch the Victoria Line, 
does it, because that is being financed by the Government ? 
— Oh no. It does not in fadt affect the Victoria Dine for 
ithe time being because the interest on the finance required 
to consltiruclt Uhe Victoria Line 'is bding capitalised, but if 
the Government agree to relieve us of the interest on 
monies raised for the construction of railways in the 
past, I Chlink it would follow that the same 'treatment 
would be given, to monies raised for the oons'trudtion of 
the Victoria Line. 

134. That 'burden is not failing on you at the moment. 
It is not falling on our revenue account. It is falling on 
the Board, but the impact is not being reflected through 
the revenue account. 

135. To canry the Parliamentary Slory a step further, 
Mrs. Castle on the 9th February, in answer to a question 
by Mr. Malloy, asking “What steps you have 'taken to 
relieve ‘London Transport from having to pay its way ? ” 
gave this answer: “ London Transport expects to require 
some measure of assistance in 1966. If this proves neces- 
sary I shall presenlt my proposals to this House. I would, 
of course, consider my Honourable Friend’s suggestion 
alt tot time.” Thialt, so far as I know, is the last Parlia- 
mentary utterance on this subject, keeping the position 
open for the realisation of your Board's expectations that 
some sort of grant in aid will be necessary for 1966. — Yes. 

136. I invite your attention now to the Select Com- 
mittee’s Report, paragraph 548 and thereafter, which is on 
page 138: “The Board's policy has hitherto been to meet 
riding costs by increasing fares. Since 1963 increases 
have been related to the achievement of the Board’s 
financial objective, a surplus of £4m. a year on average 
over the five yeans 1963 to 1967. If this policy were to 
be continued, the Board estimate (halt they would have 
to raise something like an additional £4m. in 1965, £12m. 
in 1966 and £16m. to £20m. in 1967. To do so, the Board 
write, would mean successive increases in fares in 1965, 
1966 and 1967, each worth aboult £8m. a year.” It sounds 
to me as if those figures might have come from you, did 
they? — Yes, they are quoted in Appendix 5 to the Select 
Oomm'itttee’s Volume 2. 

■137. Then the final sentence : “ This policy, the Board 
contend, ‘would call in question the whole concept of 
London Transport as the provider of an essential public 
service.’ ” The .meaning of that, in broad terms, is this, 
is it not, tot if in fact those fare increases were imposed 
in order to attain the target which was fixed in 1963, 
passengers would be charged so much tot the statutory 
duty to provide an adequate transport service for London 
would not at the same time be implemented. — Perhaps. I 
think what was more in mind was that if fares increases 
of these amounts were made at those intervals there would 
be a very heavy loss of traffic as a consequence. 

'138. People would be driven off public transport and 
the transport system Of the Metropolis would not be of 
that quality which the Metropolis required. — Taken in 
total. 

139. The next paragraph I draw your attention to: 
“ Given the current rate -of increases in wages and 
prices ” — 'these, of course, are the elements on your debit 
side tot you have got to provide for, the increased out- 
goings — “ the highest fares that the Board regard as 
practicable are a minimum fare of 6d. With fares of 9d. 
for -two miles, Is. for three miles, and so on. These levels 
could be 'leached in two stages : in the first year the main 
features of the fares, revision would be tot the separate 
fares for H end miles could be eliminated and journeys 
for these distances charged as for 2 and 3 miles, respec- 



tively; the following year the 6d. minimum and other 
higher fares could be imported.” Am I right in thinking 
that your present proposals represent the first year’s stage 
of this passage ? — Yes, sir. 

140. And if they are confirmed one has the fares struc- 
ture 4d., 8d. and Is., and so on ? — Correct. 

11411 . And no intermediate 'fares. The next stage is the 
following year one would expect the 4d. fare to go and 
a 6d. minimum fare to take its place, the 9d. fare to take 
the place of the 8d. and the Is. to remain ; is tot right ? — 
Yes, I think broadly. I do not think the second stage 
which you describe as taking place the following year has 
been fully worked out, but as far as the first three miles 
is concerned, 1 think it would mean 6d. for one mile, ,9d. 
for two miles and Is. for three miles. 

142. Was this part of your evidence? — This would 
have been taken from Appendix 5 that I have referred 
to, in Volume 2. 

143. Which is a written memorandum ? — 'Yes, which is 
a written memorandum. 

144. “ I would be ‘ commercially self defeating,’ they 
say, to charge fares higher .than these.” In other words, 
that is the most it is commercially practicable to aim to 
get from the travelling pulblic ? — At that time that was 
our view. 

'145. At What 'time do you speak of ? — The very early 
part of last year, January, 1965. 

'146. Has your view altered since tot, then ? — I do 
not know, but I know that earnings generally went up 
very rapidly in 1965 — or so I understand — and, therefore, 
I would not think that the maximum level to which fares 
could go is now quite the same as it was a year ago, 
because earnings have risen in the meantime. 

‘147. Is the ceiling for commercial practicability one 
that you can express an opinion about, or is tot a matter 
for someone else ? — For Mr. Lloyd, if you please, on the 
commercial side. 

'148. The passage continues: “Even so they estimate 
tot resistance would be enough to reduce the number of 
passenger journeys by 61 million (or 2.3 per cent) if the 
first stage of the increases took place this year and by 
176 million (or 7 per cent) next year.” There again, that 
probably comes from Mr. Lloyd, who evidently thought 
carefully about lit ? — Yes. 

149. “ These fare increases would each add about £6m. 
a year to the Board’s revenue, which would be equivalent 
to an increase of about 1'1£ per cent. But to obtain this 
yield, actual charges would 'have to be raised by an 
average of about 20 per cent. This, say the Board, is an 
increase far beyond any expected rise in income or prices.” 
Perhaps Mr. Lloyd will be able to help us With that. A 
few matters on your AE 1 and 2, if I may turn to them 
for a moment. On AE 2 when you deal in line 1 with a 
change in the volume of traffic, you budget in your future 
year for a drop, and this. Of oourse, means, does it not, 
a drop in the number of passengers ? — Yes. 

150. 'It takes account, does it, of 'two elements — correct 
me if I am wrong: a dro-p in the number of passengers 
carried which has been going on for some time, and, 
secondly, a further drop due to the incidence Of the present 
proposed fare increases ? — No. This is the expected level 
of traffic at a level Of fares common with that of 1965, 
and this is the decline in the volume of traffic which we 
expect having regard, to the trend Of traffic and having 
regard to 'the volume of mileage which we intend to 
operate in 1966. 

151. “ Having regard to the trend of traffic ’’—tot 
is your phrase ; does that not mean the downward trend 
of passengers being carried year by year?— .Yes, but 
not one induced by an increase in fares because in thlis 
particular case we are comparing levels of traffic at similar 
fare levels. 
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152. You are comparing t'he anticipated level Of traffic 
in your future year with what It was 'in the past year, 
1965 ?— Yes. 

153. And 'in yiour future year you are anticipating 
that there Will be confirmed and in operation further fare 
increases ? — Yes. 



154. That is going to tend to reduce your traffic, 
is i't nOt? — Yes, but .fhalt is no't allowed for a't line 1 
bult at line 11 .of AE 1 , where we bring initio account only 
itihe nelt revenue on the proposed increases. 

155. I follow. Then left us return to 1, and let me 
be enlightened as to what lit means. Does it mean it 
lis the operation in your future year of the general down- 
ward trend in traffic that has been going on for some 
Dime? — Yes, plus the fact that we expect to operate less 
mileage in 1966 than we operated in 1965. 

156. That takes me 'to line 5, where you speak of 
savings arising from mileage changes. This 'is mainly 
road, I gather ? — Almost entirely road changes, yes. 

157. Does it mean elimination of some services ? — No, 
I do not think it does. I am not an expert on these 
matters. I think this represents principally the reduction 
of weekend mileage and the reduction of mileage by what 
we cal! area schemes, that is to say the inspection and 
consideration of a whole area which may comprise a 
number of routes and in other areas the reduction of 
service because we are short of staff in those areas. Bult 
I do no't think this wiiPl involve the removal of any 
Individual routes, with possibly one exception. 

158. Basically this is reduced road services ? — Yes. 

159. Partly beoaose of staffing difficulties and ‘the fadt 
that you have not crews to put oUt the mileage you 
would like to putt out ? — Yes. 

160. ( President ): In 'Other words running mileage and 
no't route mileage ? — That is right. 

161. T have compared your £3. 8m. extra fare money 
lost in 1965 but made good by the government with line 
11, where you expect a yield of £5. 7m.; that represents 
on these figures an increase of a half over the £3. 8m.? — 
Yes. 

162. Is that simply due to the fact that your increase 
fin 1965 in fare revenue, if it had taken place, would 
have operated for, within a day or two, .tfwo-thi'rds Of the 
year ? — No, it is not qUite as simple as that. The £3.8'm., 
to start with, iis not .a proportionate pant Of £5.7m. but a 
proportionate part of £5.5m. because that was the value 
of the fares increase we were proposing to make in May 
1965. 

163. Tn a full year? — Yes. The second point is that 
the period May to December in terms of traffic value — lim 



'teams of money — would represent a greater proportion of 
the whole of the revenue of the year than it would in 
'terms of Dime because we carry more traffic and earn more 
money in the summer months than in the winter months. 

164. So one cannot draw that simple comparison 
between your two figures ? — Not quite. 

165. We have a document here as one of Mr. Lloyd's, 
FJL 7, which seems bo suggest your 'traffic is on the 
decline ; is that right ?— Our traffic is on the decline, bult 
I do nOt think you can draw that inference from FJL 7. 



166. Where can T get it from, with assurance ?— The 
Statement just given you, that we expect the traffic to be 
1.7m. lower in 1966 than ft was in 1965. 



167. How does your anticipated figure of 1.7m. 
compare with t'he 'information whiidh we have for three 
months in FJL 7? — We are dealing With two different 
things. I think Mr. Lloyd ought 'to deal with FJL 7, 
but I shall deal with it if you wish. I know tlhe construc- 
tion of the document. That .is a document Showing our 
budget for 1966 totaling £102,300,000 aDtributed to each 
separated week in the year. The figure of £102,300,000 
includes £97m. from line 1 of AE 1 plus a proportionate 
part of the increase that we are seeking a't tlh'is time, 
starting on 16th January. 

168. Which of course has been in force. — Yes, which 
is An force, and therefore must be reflected in the budget 
figures. What you have as far as the first three months 
are concerned is a statement as to how our actual receipts 
have compared With the budget. 

•169. They seem to be below it ? — They have been 
below it, and more recently they have been somewhat 
above ft. 



1 70. There have been three favourable weeks ? — Prior 
to that they were unfavourable weeks. 

171. And there remains a cumulative deviation from 
the budget on the minus side ? — Yes, of a shade over 
half per cent. 

'172. Does that suggest your budgeting may prove a 
little too optimistic ? — No, I do not think so. We have 
had. as you will know, an overtime ban lasting some five 
weeks during this year which has had a somewhat depress- 
ing effect on our receipts. 

173. That is not the finst time you have run into that 
sort of trouble, With the same sort of effect ?— That is 
true, but we do not budget for it. 

(Mr. Molony ): I follow it. 



(Mr. Parker ): No questions. 



Cross-examined by Mr. Mercer: 



174. Exhibit AE 1 commences with 'the passenger 
earnings for 1965, which are shown as £98', 700 ? — Yes. 

175. You say we can take that as being near enough 
the actual passenger receipts ? — 'Yes. 

176. Then if we compare the passenger receipts for 
1965, your exhibit goes on to say that for a future year 
there would be, at previously current charges, only 
£97m.— Yes. 



177. So whait your exhibit says is that at tlhe pre- 
January charges you would expect to lose £8,700,000 in 
passengers receipts ? — £1,700,000. 

178. I beg your pardon: £1,700,000; that is night? — 
Yes. 



179. And the £98,700,000 was earned independently of 
the Government compensation Of £3,800,000 ? — Yes, that 
was the amount' actually collected from the passengers. 

180. You collected from the passengers £98,700,000, 
and you collected from the Government £3,800,000— Yes. 

181. In the future year you are expecting this drop 
of £1,700,000, and Mr. Lloyd is going to tell us about 
the way in wih'idh these figures are calculated to arrive at 
the £97,000,000 ?— Yes. 

182. But there is one aspeot of this matter on which 
I suggest you could help us, and that is : in the calculations 
either in your AE 1 or in FJOL II there is no compensatory 
figure for .the fact that the £3,800,000 contributed by the 
Government maintained existing fares ? — There is a recog- 
nition of the fact in the actual level of receipts during 
1965 ; that is a known, factual figure. 
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183. In other words you are saying that if Mr. Lloyd 
starts with £98,700,000 he is 'taking into account the fact 
that fares not having been raised contributed the amount — 
the passenger receipts contributed that amount ? — Yes. 

'184. That is what you are saying ? — Yes. 

185. But are we not concerned with the position that 
in your line 6 you bake into account Government com- 
pensation of £3 .8m. simpliciter ?— ' Yes. 

'186. Where as if we are going to have imposed fares 
increases, as Shown in your line 11, of £5.7m., then may 
we not expect that there will be lower levels of receipts 
because of the fares increases apart from your dis- 
counts ? — No, the figure shown at line 6 of AE 1 as 
having been in fact received from the Government in 
1965, and the figure shown at line 11 as the yield of 
the increases for which we are asking, are on all fours in 
that the first is proportionate part of the estimated net 
vield off the fares increases for which we are asking now ; 
that is to say both figures allow for the fact that if fares 
had been put up, the increase in fares would have induced 
a loss of traffic. 

'187. What is shown in FJL'l is a deduction for lower 
level of traffic receipts and trend ; did you nobice that ? — 
Yes. 

188. What I am putting is that these fares increases 
carry their own depressive effect apart from -simply adding 
in one figure on one side and taking it out off the other. — 
As long as each is an equally deflaited figure — and it is 
in this case. 

189. This was referred to in your own report, was it 
not? I tihink It is on page 29 in the 1964 report at 
paragraph 134 : “ Economies oan be, and are being, made 
by measures such as the use of larger capacity or one- 
man-operated buses and by adopting automatic techniques 
on the Underground, but the scope is necessarily limited. 
The only Pther way .in which substantial economies can 
be made as to -reduce services. Bult as services are reduced 
the private oar becomes even more attractive as an 
alternative, despite Its inefficient use of road space and 
•the congestion that it causes. Fares increases also result 
in losses of traffic, and aTe approaching the poinlt where 
they could become self-defea'tling. London Transport is 
therefore finding 'It increasingly difficult to meet both 
off the main duties imposed on it by Parliament — to 
provide an adequate service to lihe London public and 
to meet the cost Of so doing out of revenues derived 
almost Wholly from passenger fares.” I suggest that the 
operative words there are “ Fares increases also result 
in losses of traffic,” which is of itself something one 
recognises, bult you go on further in this report and say 
“ and are approaching the point where they could become 
self-defeating.” Is not that a new line for London 
Transport? — It is at least a year Old now! 

190. Was it not new then? — Obviously any increase 
In fares takes one nearer to the point where the increases 
become seif- defeating — the nearer one comes to the 
operation of the law of diminishing returns. But one 
must bear in mind that Other things have changed since 
a year ago : the value of money has fallen, and therefore 
fares can go up and meet less resistance than they would 
have done when money was more valuable Chan ft is today. 

191. You have been reminded that in 1963 the board 
•agreed with the Ministry on this surplus of £4m. of 
revenue after meeting working expenses and after pro- 
vision for depreciaWron at historic cost and after meeting 
(interest charges ; is that right ? — Yes, we agreed to adopt 
that as a target. 

192. And that was the proposal of the board to the 
Ministry? — In fact 'the necessity to adopt a target was 
laid upon the Minis' try and ourselves by means of a White 
Paper (Command 1337). The njaohiinery of the thing was 
that the board proposed a figure to the Ministry. 

193. The answer is yes ? — I am sorry? 



194. The answer is yes. It is — this was a figure which 
you proposed as a board to the Ministry? — Yes, in 
■response to the White Paper, Which required us to agree 
a figure, and a figure was proposed by us to the Ministry 
and accepted after some discussion by them. 

195. And this figure was put to the Ministry for agree- 
ment shortly before an application for fares increases ; is 
'that right? — -That I oannOt remember. It was put to 
'the Minis 1 try (speaking from memory) in June 1963. 

1%. And ft was in turn in 1964 accepted by the 
tribunal! as one of Che figures to be taken account of ? — 
A figure of £4m. was accepted by the tribunal, yes. 

197. That assisted you to get a fares increase at Chat 
time ? — I do not accept thait. 

198. Subsequently the tribunal said they would not 
be committed to this figure of £4m. — I do not remember. 
Can you give me a reference ? 

1 99. I am sorry ; I have not a reference. — The tribunal 
said they .had accepted a figure of £4m. at that Dime but 
that if. was not fixed and immutable and it would be 
subject to alteration. 

200. Now look ait AE 1 again and see where we get 
Co in line 10: we get to a deficit, do we not? — Yes. 

201. Therefore ail! thlis was a failure? — A failure to 
meet a target. 

202. So that the raising of fares to achieve that surplus 
of £4m. resulted in a deficit at pre- January-11966 charges 
of £lm. even after allowing for government subsidy ; 
is that rigthit ? — That is 'the financial resuit for 1965. 

203. And what the tribunal has to watch now, surely, 
is Chat any increases proposed may not have an equally 
depressive effeot upon your position ? ( No answer.) 

204. Or perhaps you think that is not for you to 
answer ? — I am turning over in my mind how a proposal 
to increase fares can worsen the financial result. 

205. It depends to some extent on what you might do 
apart .from increasing fares ? — I am sorry ; I have not 
understood the question. 

206. I say the alternatives to increasing fares have to be 
considered as well as just simply saying : on the financial 
position as it stands we need more money ? — Yes. 

207. Is that ndt so ? — Yes. 

208. On page 11 of your report you do refer to this 
question in paragraph 48 : “ The diagram above shows that 
•the drop in passenger miles on road and rail services has 
been greater than that in the car mileage actually run, even 
though the Board has been unable to operate the full 
scheduled mileage. Although the loss of passengers has 
made some reduction in services unavoidable, these cuts 
have been considerably smaller than would have been 
justified by -the fall-off in traffic. London Transport takes 
no pleasure in reducing services, but it cannot afford to con- 
tinue running buses which are nearly empty, particularly in 
the evenings and at weekends, with no hope of filling 
them.” This points to the fact that your expenditure has 
to some extent been involved in operations which had not 
yielded passenger receipts ; is that right ? — Not yielded 
enough passenger receipts. 

209. I shall accept the qualification ? — This is a situa- 
tion which is still going on ; there will always be some 
services which do not pay .their way. 

210. If we look at this diagram of yours we start with 
1969, and if we look at the car miles, there is more diver- 
gence in 1964 than there was in 1960 between the two lines? 
— No. The diagram starts from 1959, at which - ail these 
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figures are standardised on 100; therefore they all start from 
the same point in 1959. I do not thlink you can measure 
the degree of divergence between amy 'two lines on this 
chart 'in any two years simply because all the lines start 
from the same .point. 

2)11 . If we are comparing lit with 1959, there is a 
divergence between 1959 and 1960 ? — Yes. 

21'2. In the car miles (railways) ? — Yes. 

213. Was there more or less divergence in 1964 than in 
1 959 ? — I do not think I can tell you from this chart. I 
can produce 'the figures for - you. 

214. You are not going to accept responsibility for this 
chart ? — I am merely cautioning that one should be careful 
how one uses it. I think it is a little misleading, having 
regard to Che fact that all the figures Start from a common 
starting point in 1959 ; it is difficult to read off the degree 
of divergence in two separated years. 

215. The paragraph underneath talks about losses of 
passengers ? — Of course there has been losses of 
passengers. 

216. It also goes on to talk about running buses which 
are nearly empty ? — It talks about not running buses 
which are nearly empty. 

217. Ail right, if you like. What it suggests is that 
there have been buses running nearly empty, does it 
not ? — Of course there have been, and there still are. 

2)18. In other words it suggests uneconomic opera- 
tions ? — I agree we have a lot Of uneconomic operation — 
early morning and late might services, for example. 

219. T'f you are going to increase the fares of students 
attending classes in the evenings, then that is likely to 
make those services still more uneconomic, is it not ? — 

No — less uneconomic. They are not used by very many 
people, but if they were withdrawn in many cases the few 
passengers who do use them would be put to great 
inconvenience, passably hardship. 

220. The point has been made, and I shall leave it. If 
we continue to look at AE'l, you show in line 4 that 
working expenses were shown as £I00m. in 1965 and are 
estimated to be £103m. in a future year? — Yes. 

221. In line 9 you show interest charges in 1965 at 
£6 ,5m., and in the future year estimated to be £7 .2m. — 
Yes. 

222. Are there no interest charges in line 4 ? — No ; it 
is what we call working expenses. 



228. That would give you a total of £6.2m.? — This is 
the principal ; we were formerly .talking about the interest. 

229. I see ; but interest 'is payable on it ? — Yes. 

230. However, 'this is the actual amount borrowed ? — 
Yes, in the year. 

23'1. Then on page 84 — BS 1 — on lines not open for 
traffic there is £2.4?m.? — Yes. 

232. Does this mean they had available £3 .7m. to spend 
on other works? — I thlink you should not Simply consider 
those last two figures in the table on page 12 of the 
accounts for 1963, but you would consider the whole of 
the total of £14.7m. 

233. But these are the two amounts which are over 
and above your ordinary self-financing, are they not ? — 
Yes, but they are indistinguishable from the other items 
making up the total of £14.7m. as sources of finance, and 
if you were to put to me that, having spent £2.5m. during 
1963- on lines not open for traffic, we would have resources 
of £12.2m. available for other purposes. 

234. Are those purposes the ones referred to on pages 
23 and 27 of this report ? — Partly that, but also the expen- 
diture shown .on the following page— 86, statement BS 4 — 
where we have spent in the year £12.2m. on rattling stock. 

235. But part of the expenditure is referred to in those 
earlier pages ? — Yes, those are items — examples and no 
more than that — of major station works. They would not 
necessarily all be charged to capital though ; a lot of this 
principal would be charged to our renewals account and 
therefore not capitalised. 

236. In any event there was a substantial amount 
which came from revenue, was there not ?— Yes. 

237. What I was going to put to you on tills was, in an 
ordinary business would not more of this have come from 
loans ? — In an ordinary business ? 

238. This point lias been raised before in these inquiries, 
that' you are financing a lot of these activities from revenue 
which could have been raised from loans ? — In 1963 we 
had finance investment expenditure to the extent of £8im. 
out of revenue ; but one cannot draw from that the con- 
clusion that some other business would have financed less 
out of self-financing and have raised more money by way 
of loan. I would think the position was the reverse, and 
that 'is that ordinary business would have financed a greater 
proportion of their total expenditure out of self-financing 
and a smaller proportion out of loan than we did. 



223. Ail the interest charges are in line 9 ? — Yes. 

224. These interest charges are interest charges in 
respect of revenue account ? — Yes. 

225. Is it right that in 1963 there was an increase by 
way of expenditure on revenue account of £6.2m ? — I am 
sorry : can you give me a reference ? 

226. I think it is the 19*63 report, referred to on page 
12. It refers to bank overdrafts and loans from, the 
Minister of Transport. Do you see those two lines ? — 
Yes. 

227. £2.7m. and £3.5m. — Yes. 



239. Let us see how die situation resolved itself in 
1964. — We were dealing there with 1964, of course. 

240. Yes. On page 15 of 'the 1964 report you refer to 
capital expenditure in the year ? — Yes. 

24>l\ And 'in paragraph 62 which precedes the little table 
below, there is reference in the last sentence to the expendi- 
ture on the Victoria Dine, which rose from £2.5m. 'in 1963 
to £8. 5m. in 1964'and on power supply modernisation- from 
£2.5m. to £4.5m. Are those the increases in capital expendi- 
ture in this year ? — Yes, that is Simply a note to the effect 
that expenditure in 1964 on those two major projects was 
at a higher rate 'than in 1963'. 



Mr. A. G. Evershed: 
Cross-examined by Mr. Mercer 



242. Then we see in paragraph 63, the little table, which 
sets out that during 1964 it was necessary to borrow £13m. 
from the Ministry on long-term loan, and there was a 
capital expenditure of £19.1m. and a renewals cost of £l.5m. 
making £20,600,000 altogether ? — Yes. 

242a. Then it shows that this was met by self-financing 
of £7.6m. and loans from the Ministry of Transport of 
£I3m.?— Yes. 



243. What I want to put to you on that is this : That 
this £7.6m., has it not been met from revenue ? — Almost 

entirely, yes. You will know there was an increase of 
£100,000 in net current liabilities, but, part from that, it had 
been met from revenue, yes. 

244. Depending upon /the View one takes of these 
matters, one has to have regard when one is asked .to con- 
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skier fares increases that we are asked to bear this sort of 
sum out of revenue — in other words, ouit of fares. It has 
to come out of fares, has it not ? — Yes. 

245. I assume you have seen this publication “Passenger 
Transport in Great Britain,” and in 1964, in table 23, one 
sees fire increases in receipts per passenger mile over a 
period of ten years? — Would you give me a reference, 
please ? 

246. It is page 14, table 23. 

( President ): Do you have a copy of this for the 
Tribunal, Mr. Mercer ? 

(Mr. Mercer): You can have my copy, Sir. (Handed.) 
(To the Witness): 

Would you look at the top of page 14, table 23 ? — Yes. 

248. Do you see the rail column, which starts off with 
receipts of 1 .3 1 pence ? — Per passenger m'ile. 

249. And thaJt increases finally to 2.7 pence ? — Yes. 

250. Which is an increase, I am told, of 106 per cent ? — 
In ten years. 

251. In ten years. Whether wages have increased by 
100 per cent, in ten years is open to doubt is it not ? — It is 
clear enough that these are the receipts per passenger mile 
over that period ? — Yes. 

252. Then it would seem table 17 shows that the lost 
passenger miles to ra'il over this period were 457m. miles ? 
— Yes. 

253. Which l am told is some 13 per cent ? — I take tfiat 
from you. 

254. What we have to consider is what the effect of 
your policies are upon the receipts so far as fares are con- 
cerned. You 'have, I think persistently said that there is a 
tendency for passengers to leave the buses and travel on 
the Board’s railways. That is so ? — Yes, that is so. 

255. What I have been high-lightting is the better side 
of your receipts which presumable is the railways ? — Yes. 

256. On the cither hand it would seem fnom these 
tables again thalt the buses have lost 1,243m. passenger 
journeys from 1954 to 1964?— You have not given us 
a reference. May we have one, please? 

(Mr. Mercer) : I do not have the book, I am afraid. 

( President ): Then you had better have it back. 

257. (Mr. Mercer): It is table 40).— Yes, page 25. 

258. Do you have that now in front of you ? — Yes. 

259. If you take the beginning and the end, you show 
that the buses have lost 1,243m. passenger journeys ? — Yes. 

260. Aind tlhialt, I am told, is 35.5 per cent. — That does 
not sound right to me, I am afraid. 

261 . It is not right ? — It is about 30 per cent, or some- 
thing of that order. 

262. About 30 per cent ? — 1 think so. 

263. I am told the ra'il ways have gained 3m. passenger 
journeys of toe buses have in fact gone on to toe railways, 
that can be seen from Table 1 5 on page Iff. 

264. Yes. That I am told is 0.05 per cent ; is that 
right? — I think I am nearer the mark this time. — Very 
much nearer the mark, yes. 



265. In any event it does no 1 ! seem that toe lost 
journeys of toe buses have in fact gone on to the railways. 
— Some of them almost certainly have. 

266. 0.5 per cent? — No, I do not think rt is logical 
to treat it in that way. I think, if there had not been a 
transfer of passengers from the road services to the rail- 
ways, then Che railways’ carryings could very easily have 
gone down — not necesari'ly in the same proportion as the 
road service carryings have, blit it would almost certainly 
have fallen. 

267. In any evenit there have been these decreases on 
both services ? — A small decrease in railways and a very 
big reduction of road services. 

268. One of toe ways by which we are told that 
British Railways propose to endeavour to rehabilitate its 
financial position is by faster trains and lower fares ; is 
that not so? Do you not have a paper propped up 
before you at breakfast which says thalt you can get 
trains to Manchester in beautiful comfort? — I have read, 
Mr. Mercer, that British Railways have introduced high 
speed trains and they are offering reduced fares in the 
off-peak period. 

269. I see. Are you proposing in London to have lower 
speed Crains and higher fares from trains, and higher 
fares from buses ? — On the contrary ; I think we have 
already put on higher speed trains. 

270. Yes? — And we have already got lower off-peak 
fares. 

271. I am told — these are my instructions and they may 
be wrong — that you appear to be very half-hearted about 
these cheap off-peak tickets ? — We are half-hearted, yes. 

272. You are?— Yes. 

273. You advertise them at some stations, I am told, 
and not at others ? — If this is a commercial matter, I think 
toe commercial witness will say we put them in where we 
think we can make more revenue by doing so. 

274. Is not the whole trouble that there is not a proper 
commercial approach to these matters — you know, getting 
busy and trying to relate your services to the demand and 
to the increased demand for off-peak, and so on ? — We 
have done a good deal of that, Mr. Mercer, with indifferent 
success, but I think in fairness this should be a question 
addressed to toe commercial witness. I shall probably mis- 
lead you if I try to answer it. 

275. You mean you think we might mislead each other I 
There is a point perhaps about which you can assist us ; it 
is a matter of expenditure, or if would be : You know that 
the Board has power to provide housing, to spend money 
on housing — or did you not know that ? — We have power 
to lend money on the security of housing, yes, I think we 
have power to spend money on housing. Yes, I agree. 

276. Do you take it from me. I might be wrong !— I 
agree. 

277. The Act says under Section 14, subsection 1(g) that 
“ The Board shall have power to provide houses, hostels 
and other like accommodation for persons employed by 
the Board ” ? — Yes. 

278. Is there anything in AE.1 about providing houses, 
hostels and other like accommodation for persons employed 
by the Board— I do not mean people of your status and 
calibre, but people who do the actual — I want to be careful 
here, the people who drive toe buses, and so on ?— We have 
got a certain number of hostels for the staff, and the 
expenses of running them, less the amount which the staff 
pay, enter into our working expenses. To that extent toese 
are shown in AE.l, But the amounts, of course, are so 
small that they are not shown up separately. 

279. I am told that they are very small. We have toe 
Woodside Park scheme, I am told ? — That is a housing 
scheme. 
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280. That is what I am talking about— housing. — I was 
not ; I was talking about hostels and I was saying we did 
have and ran hostels which came into our working expenses. 
We have, indeed, two housing schemes, both small, tooth 
with the intention of providing accommodation primarily 
for train crews. I do not think I can tell you any more 
about them than that. We have also endeavoured to come 
to an arrangements with certain local authorities whereby 
they make housing units available for our people as our 
staff, as being essential workers. I cannot tell you how far 
we have got with that. 

281. The Select Committee said on page 473, Appendix 
66, under the heading “ Provision of Housing for the 
Board’s Staff,” at the bottom of the page : “ London Trans- 
port have particular difficulty in recruiting staff in the 
North-west suburbs where in addition to bus drivers and 
conductors they need to attract and retain railway men for 
the Bakerloo, Northern and Metropolitan lines. The 
Government have approved the spending by the 'Board of 
£200,000, £100,000 in 1965 and £100,000 in 1966 for build- 
ing flats for letting to their employees. The tenancies will 
terminate on termination of employment With the Board.” 
That means that in AE.l somewhere or other, whether in 
1965 or a future year, ail we get is £0.2m. ? — No, AE.il is 
a revenue statement. This, when 'it is spent, will toe capital 
expenditure. If will not toe in AE.'l. 

282. It is capital expenditure ? — Yes. 

283. Assuming that is so, would it not be more pro- 
gressive to indulge in some capital expenditure for housing 
which could assist your revenue and get in to AE.l. What 
I am putting to you is this : Ail you do is come here, year 
by year, and say : “ We are short of £x ; please give us a 
fares’ increase, and we shall be £x plus.” Why could you 
not think of some other ways of raising money instead of 
by that procedure ? 

{ President ): You are not suggesting the Board should 
enter the property business, are you ? 

284. (Mr. Mercer) : The Act apparently envisages that 
the Board can go into the property business. (To the 
Witness) : You have gone into lit, 'have you not ? — We are 
indeed big operators in the property business, tout as I 
understand your suggestion, it is that we should charge the 
cost Of building these flats to revenue ? 

285. No, I am sorry ; that simply is my “ block-buster ” 
way of putting it. What I was putting to you was this : 
You say you are short Of 'staff, dlo you not ? — Yes. 

286. Why can you not spend some money out of capital, 
as you say, to provide some accommodation which would 
attract staff ?— That is precisely what we are doing. 

287. I am suggesting to you Sit is not sufficient. — Ah, 
well, the sites available for this sort of thing are few. We 
have, in fact, only two principal sites available for this pur- 
pose where we can use railway land. If one has to 'buy the 
land, of course 'this becomes a very uneconomic proposi- 
tion, and though you may put yourself in a position of 
being able to engage or retain a certain number of staff, 'it 
is a costly process, which has got to be recovered from the 
fares. We have decided to do this on two principal loca- 
tions where we have spare land, and in the right quarter of 
the London Area. 

288. 'Is that what is referred to in the Select Com- 
mittee’s Report ? — That 'is what the Select Oommittee 
Appendix As referring to. 

289. Is this the Woodside Park Scheme? — Woodside 
Park is one, and the other one is, I think, at Totteridge. 

290. Do you mean to say that those are the only two 
places where you have suitable land? — Suitable vacant 
land. 

291 . And those are the only two places ? — No ; I am 
not in possession of that knowledge, but may I say that 
those are two places where we did have suitable vacant 
land on wh'ioh we could put flats. There may be other 
places ; I do not know. 



292. Now I want to put to you that, in many cases, 
staff relations are not all that they should be in London 
Transport. Would you agree with that, or not ? — I am 
sorry ; I could not hear your question. 

293. I ariced you 'whether you think that staff relations 
are not always the best in London Transport ?— They are 
not as good as I wish they were. Are they in any industry ? 

294. I ask you if you would not benefit by appointing 
District Personnel Officers, who would have to have par- 
ticular regard to this aspect of your operations ? — I do 
not think I can help you with that quesbion. 

295. However, if At would hdlp to improve passenger 
receipts, it would be an important matter, would it not ? — 
If it had that effect, I should welcome it, but I am not 
an expert on staff relations. 

296. No, but if it would help you to improve this line 
1 of AE 1 then I suppose it would be a matter which 
would be of great assistance ? — Well yes, Mr. Mercer, but 
I think the appropriate people in London Transport would 
say that they have made very, very great efforts indeed 
to improve staff relations. They may not have been as 
successful as they would Wish, but it is not for the lack 
of trying. 

297. Is it for the lack of organisation, or do you not 
know ? — I do not think so. 

298. Even with staff shortages there have been good 
receipts for many years, have there not ? In other words, 
•it is possible to increase receipts even When you are under- 
establislhed ? — Yes, although the trend of traffic in London 
has been downward for a good many years at a slow rate, 
but the staff shortage is really only a fairly recent 
phenomena, dating from about the middle of 1963. 

299. I do not know whether you have seen the 
Exhibits, or the proposed Exhibits which were prepared 
by the Travellers’ Association Joint Committee ? You are 
not much worse off than I am, if you have not, because I 
have only seen them today. I think I have the paper you 
refer to in front of me. 

300. Do I take it you have had no opportunity of 
checking these figures ? — My people have had a look at 
them, and there seem to be a number of queries — none 
of them I 'think very important — in the interpretation of 
the figures. 

( President ): We do not seem to have copies of them, 
Mr. Mercer. 

3011 . (Mr. Mercer ) : No, Sir, I have been instructed it 
was proposed to run off copies when they Were approved 
by the Board, and consequently of course I onl'y have the 
original copy, apart from one given to the Board. I do 
not know whether Mr. Evershed would indicate whether 
or not, by tomorrow, they could be approved ? — Yes, I 
can check 'these figures by tomorrow ; in fact I gather from 
the documents that .they have been checked already, but 
we disagree with some of the figures which have been 
put to us. 

(Mr. Mercer) : In which case could I have leave to deal 
with this aspect tomorrow, Sir ? 

( President ): Yes, 'I think that would toe the most con- 
venient way of dealing with it, Mr. Mercer. 

(Mr. Mercer) : I am obliged. Sir. 

(Mr. Crawford): M'y learned friend was kind enough 
to hand to me, and which I passed on to those instructing 
me, some documents. The Board, in the intervening period, 
are doing their best to check 'them and have in fact almost 
completed that 'task. We could let my learned friend know 
at the earliest possible moment whether we approve or to 
what extent we disagree, bu!t I trust, if he is going to put 
them in, he will be providing copies of them for us all. 
I do not think the documents can be finally approved, as 
I understand it, until tomorrow morning. 
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( President ): Very well; we will have Mr. Evershed 
recalled. 

302. (Mr. Mercer ): I am obliged, Sir. (To the 
Witness) : I do not know whether you are aware of certain 
things which it was proposed to base my case by those 
instructing me, in connection with this Inquiry. Have you 
any knowledge of 'that, or am 'I asking the wrong person ? 
You are speaking of ihe information asked for by the 
Travellers’ Association Joint Committee ? 

303. Yes, Mr. Evershed. I am wondering how far you 
can give any information, part or whole, along .the lines 
requested ? Shall I just deal with the main points of this, 
and you can tell me perhaps how far it comes under your 
jurisdiction ? The Committee were .interested in the figures 
relating to road services and you do remember, perhaps, 
in the British Transport Commission’s accounts, when they 
were given, they did split up these figures in a way which 
has been done differently since on other occasions ? Is 
that not so ? — Yes, there are a number, but I do not know 
what figures you are speaking of. There are a number eft 
differences between our presentation of the Board’s results 
and the Commission’s presentation of them for us. 

304. Yes. Are you able to give us particulars as to 
•the numbers of buses purchased and sold during the years 
1954 to 1964 ? — I can do that, yes. 

305. You can ? — Yes, but in so far as it relates to 1965, 

I should require some guidance as to whether I could 
make public figures that have not yet been put before 
Parliament. 

306. In other words, you can do iit up to 1964, but 
there is a query in regard to 1965 ?— Yes, I can give you 
the number of buses purchased and sold between 1954 
and 1964. 

307. Are you able to give numbers of bus staff for 
the two years 1965 and 1966 in categories which are a 
little more definite than simply drivers and conductors and 
so on. In other words, do you have figures showing the 
different categories of staff ?. — I have not got precisely 
those figures. I think I can give you some figures at the 
1st January, 1965 — that is, the figure at the 3'lst December, 
19*64, which will satisfy you ? 

308. Yes. — They will be figures similar to those 
published in our Annual Accounts, and you could really 
have got them from there. 

309. Then 'the other matter concerns the passenger 
receipts, which of course we have, they are not provided 
in the information which is normally available to us, and 
not divisible into stage carriage services and other ser- 
vices. — I believe that such a division is made in the 
document you were referring to, but again I can give you 
such information for 1964, but I should be reluctant to 
a give it for 1965 at this date. 

310. Perhaps I am misleading you. 1 was concerned 
with 1965. Are you saying the information in regard to 
1965 is in this publication ? — No. I am saying I should be 
reluctant to give the 1965 figures until the Annual Accounts 
have been published. I am in a difficulty there. 

311. The same objection applies as before ? — Yes. 

312. Does that also apply to the railways’ services— 
your 'inability to provide information with respect to 1965 7 
— Yes, all those figures are available for 1964 from our 
published Accounts. I rather question whether some of 
them are very relevant to this Inquiry, but perhaps that is 
not my business. 

313. You did think some of the matters were relevant 
because you did answer some of the questions, presumably? 
I take it your main objection to a number of these questions 
is that they do concern 1965 ?— That is one objection, and 
another is that there would be a good deal of work involved 
in answering this questionnaire thoroughly, and a third 
objection I have is I do not see the relevance of some of 
these questions to this Inquiry. 



314. I understand that, but what I am putting to you 
is that all you are being asked for by me — and do not mind 
what anybody else has asked you — is in respect of informa- 
tion which you may have-not .something which will entail 
a lot of work, but information which you may have? — 
Well, some of this I think I can say with certainty that there 
is a good deal, in some cases there is a great deal of work 
involved. For example, in asking us to teil you the wages 
bill in 1965 for a very large number of categories of staff, 
there will be a great deal of research involved. 

315. You mean, you do not have that already made 
out ? — No, I have not. 

316. But presumably some of the other information is 
already made out ? — Quite a lot of the other information 
is available. 

(Mr. Crawford) : ■! wonder if ,at this stage, I might ask 
whether the Tribunal has copies of this questionnaire to 
which my learned friend refers ? 

(President)-. No; and we are finding it difficult to 
follow, a't the moment. 

(Mr. Crawford): My learned friend is going seriatim 
through the questions Whiich his Association put in writing, 
and perhaps the Tribunal should have copies. (Documents 
handed.) 

(Mr. Mercer): With great respedt, I was not going 
through this questionnaire seriatim. I was asking the 
witness' aboult certain matters referred to in that 
questionnaire. 

(President) : That may be ; I did not have .the document 
in front of me. However, I find extreme difficulty in 
understanding the relevance Of this, bearing in mind what 
we have to decide. 

(Mr. Mercer ): I understand. Sir. You will see the year 
“ 1965” occurs in quite a lot of these questions, and I 
am putting this to Mr. Evershed, but Che basis of his 
objection seems to be that he will not give information 
about 1965. If this information had been available in the 
ordinary way; it would not have been asked for. It was 
only asked for because it was not available. In other 
words, up to 1964 and including 1964 a great deal Of this 
.information can be obtained from the various Reports 
which are published. This is an Inquiry in April, 1966, 
based upon operations in 1965. It becomes a matter for 
you, Sir, to consider how far you are going to come to 
a decision when (a) information whiich is normally avail- 
able in printed or recorded form is not available, and 
(b) when the Applicants say that they cannot give us that 
information any other way. 

(. President ) : Equally my mind is asking at the moment 
'that if this information is available, I do not see why Mr. 
Evershed should be precluded from giving iit, but if it is 
not available, 'that will entail a lot of work, and I was 
hoping that before long, Mr. Mercer, you would explain 
to the Tribunal how this information is designed to help 
us .in our discussions. At the moment I am having some 
difficulty in understanding the relevance Of 'llhese questions. 

(Mr. Mercer): So far as the information is concerned, 
Sir, there is a Monthly Digest of Statistics which does 
contain some information, the last publication of which 
was in March, 1966. If I cou'ld continue with that same 
point: Some 'Of 'the information has since apparently 
become available in this publication, and therefore it 
is rather strange that the witness says that he cannot give 
the information which has not yet been before the 
Ministry, when iit has already been printed. On the second 
point, the question, so far as I am ooncemed, is: Is the 
witness able to give us some information without any 
research or without any work ? So far as the relevance 
of the matter is concerned, Sir, these are questions which 
relate to the operations of the undertaking and a search 
to find ways of improving the Board’s position without 
undue increases in fares. I should have thought 'that those 
matters were very highly relevant in that connection, and 
.that, of course, is my submission. 
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(. President ): Very well. 

(Mr. Mercer ) : In any event I do not ask for information 
which we have not got immediately available. 

(President)'. I have no doubt Mr. Evershed will do his 
best to help you with the material he has. 

(Mr. Mercer): I do not know how far you would agree 

(Adjourned until tomt 



to my concluding my cross-examinaiflion at a time as and 
when the Exhibits are approved, Sir ? 

(President ) : Yes, very wall ; I do not think it is worth- 
while commencing anything further. We Will adjourn now . 

(Mr. Mercer ) : K you please, Sir. 

(The Witness withdrew) 
row morning at 10.30) 



EXHIBIT AE 1 



EXHIBIT AE 2 



LONDON TRANSPORT 



FINANCIAL POSITION IN 1965 (ESTIMATED) AND 
“FUTURE YEAR” (BASED ON 1966 BUDGET) AT PRE- 
JANUARY 1966 CHARGES AND IN “FUTURE YEAR” 
IF PROPOSED INCREASES IN CHARGES ARE 
APPROVED 



Item 

No. 



1965 “Future 

(estimated) Year ” 

( 1 ) < 2 ) 

£m. £m. 



Traffic receipts 



1 Passenger 

2 Miscellaneous 



98.7 97.0 

0.4 0.3 



3 99.1 

4 Working expenses 100.0 

5 Net traffic receipts (deficit) ... —0.9 

Add : 

6 Government compensation for 

loss of receipts due to post- 
ponement of 2nd May, 1965, 
fares increase 3.8 

7 Other receipts (net) 2.6 

8 Working surplus or deficit (— ) 5.5 

9 Interest charges 6.5 

10 Deficit at pre-January, 1966, 

charges —1.0 



41 Estimated yield of proposed in- 
creased charges 



-2.9* 

12 

- 10 . 1 * 



5.7 



12 Deficit at proposed charges 



-4.4 



*Note:' These items are not comparable as between column 
(1) and column (2) by reason of the inclusion in 
column (1) of die sum of £3. 8m. received from the 
Government in compensation for the postponement 
of the fares increase which it had been proposed 
to make on 2nd May, 1965. 



LONDON TRANSPORT 



SUMMARY OF CHANGES IN FINANCIAL POSITION 
BETWEEN 1965 (ESTIMATED) AND “FUTURE YEAR” 
(BASED ON 1966 BUDGET) AT PRE-JANUARY, 1966, 
CHARGES 



“ Future Year ” 
more(+) or 
less (— ) than 

Item 1965 (Estimated) 



No. 



£m. 



Variation in Traffic Receipts 

1 Change in volume of traffic, etc. ... —1.8 

Variations in Working Expenses 

2 Wage rates and conditions of service i+4.2 

3 Pensions, National Insurance, and 

redundancy levy '+0.3 

4 Local rates 4-0.2 

5 Savings arising from mileage changes —1.5 

6 Other variations (net) —0.2 



7 Net increase in working expenses ... 4-3.0 



8 Variation in Net Traffic Receipts ... —4.8 

9 Cessation of government compensation —3.® 

10 Increase in Other Receipts (net) ... 1+0.2 



11' Variation in working surplus or deficit ... —8.4 

12 Increase in Interest Charges 1+0.7 



13 Variation in deficit at pre-January, 1966, 

charges —9.1 
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SIR THOMAS ROBSON, M.B.E., F.C.A. 
R. C. MOORE, Esq., O.'B.E., M.Inst.T. 



Mr. E. S. FAY, Q.C., Mr. T. R. CRAWFORD and Mr. 
R. A. MILLER (instructed by Mr. S. G. Jones, Solicitor 
to the London Transport Board) appeared on behalf of 
the London Transport Board. 

Mr. J. T. MOLONY, Q.C., and Mr. L. MACLAREN 
(instructed by Mr. E. Kelsey, Solicitor for the Greater 
London Council appeared on behalf of the Greater 
London Council. 

Mr. M. C. PARKER and Mr. P. GRIEVE (instructed by 
Mr. Keith Lauder, Town Clerk and Solicitor to the 
London Borough of Barking, and Solicitor and Hon. 
Secretary to the South Essex Traffic Advisory Com- 
mittee) appeared on behalf of the London Borough of 
Barking, and 'the South Essex Traffic Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr. C. G. RANSOME WILLIAMS appeared on behalf 
of the Rickmansworth Urban District Council. 



Mr. G. MERCER (‘instructed by Messrs. Knocker and 
Foskett, Solicitors for the Joint Committee of the 
Travellers’ Associations) appeared on behalf of the 
Joint Committee of the Travellers’ Associations. 



Mr. C. M. HAWKINS, Chairman of the Harrow Public 
Transport Users Association, represented the Harrow 
Public Transport Users Association and the Pinner 
Association. 



Mr. F. W. STURCH, Chairman of the Joint Transport 
Committee, represented the Joint Transport Committee. 

Mr. M. EGELNICK, Propaganda Secretary, represented 
the London District Committee Communist Party. 

Mr. G. E. AUSDEN represented the Association of Public 
Transport Users. 



{Mr. Mercer ): Ilf you please, Sir; we have received 
answers to various questions but by the Joint Committee, 
and ithe Board lhave been able to have these answers cir- 
culated. They are referred to as “ inffiormation requested ” 
and “road services questions 1, 2 and 3.” So with your 
approval, I would propose ,to accept these as answers from 
Mr. Ever-shed Without further questioning on this part of 
ithe matter, if you, Sir, were agreeable that these could 
'be used as evidence and could form 'the 'basis of any sub- 
missions that I should make. 

{President) : Do we want to call this AE 3’ ? 

(Mr. Crawford ): I would suggest .that would be suit- 
able, Sir. My learned friend Mr. Mercer accepts it as 
'the best answers he can get, and it seems the quickest 
and the simplest way 'to 'put it in as an Exhibit. 



( President ) : And to get it in the shorthand note ? 

(Mr. Crawford ): Yes, Sir. 

{President) : Mr. Mercer, I take it you have no further 
questions to put to Mr. Evenshed ? 

(Mr. Mercer) : I did propose to deal With these exhibits 
'briefly, which have been now agreed, if I may, Sir ? 

{President) : Very well. 

(Mr. Crawford) : Perhaps Mr. Evenshed might go back 
•in to 'the witness box. 



Mr. Arnold Godfrey Evershed, recalled 



Cross-examination by Mr. Mercer continued 



( President ) : Mr. Crawford, do you think we ought, in 
some way, to exhibit Mr. Mercer’s Clients’ questions ? I 
have not looked at the document, and it may well be it 
is self-explanatory without .the questions ? 

{Mr. Crawford): The questionnaire Which I submitted 
to the Tribunal yesterday was of course numbered, and the 
exhibit, now AE3, .is numbered 'In consequence of that 
numerology. Consequently I 'think that document ought 
to be made an exhibit so that the answers are understand- 
able in relation 'to the questions. As it is my learned 
friend, Mr. Mercer’s document perhaps ought to have an 
exhibit number Which indicates 'that it is one of his 
exhibits. 



{President) : If 'the answers are self-explanatory without 
'the questions, we need not bother to put the questions in. 

(Mr. Crawford) : I should not have thought they were, 
and I should have thought perhaps the questionnaire might 
be put in and given the reference “ JTA '1 ” — “ Joint Travel 
Association ” ? 

(Mr. Mercer) : I have no objection to that. Sir. 

(President) : Very well ; let us call the questionnaire 

“ AE 3a.” 

(Mr. Crawford) : And “ AE 31b ” the answers ? 



(Mr. Mercer): Possibly I can confer With my learned 
friend on this 'because it would seem we ought not to have 
■space taken up With questions Which are not answered, 
and possible the answers, shown of the reference, “ not 
readily available ” on so on, will be sufficient ? / 



( President ) : Yes. I have been handed two documents 
marked DAL 1 and 2 on the same sheet, and DAL 3. 

(Mr. Mercer): Yes, Sir. 
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( President ) : These are going to ‘be spoken to by one of 
your witnesses ? 

(Mr. Mercer ) : These are the three exhibits whlioh, with 
your approval, I should propose to put in as part of the 
case, and these are the exhibits, .the figures of whtich have 
been checked by the Board. 

{President) : It is a 'little premature to put them in now, 
but now we have them. 

317. (Mr. Mercer ): Yes, Sir. {To the Witness ): If I 
may ask you about 'the documents, DA1L 1 deals with 
certain figures taken from “ Passenger Transport in Great 
Britain ” which related to the vehicle miles, receipts, 
takings per conductor and miles per driver .of the London 
Transport and local authority services. Is that so ? — Yes. 

318. So far as the vehicle trifles are concerned, it 
shows ithat London Transport have 38,100 as compared 
with the local authorities’ 31,000 ? — Yes. 

319. This indicates that you are getting a better mileage 
per vehicle than the local authorities are ; does it not? 
— Higher mileage per vehicle, yes. 

320. And that suggests, does it not, that your off-peak 
services are perhaps better .than the off-peak services of 
the local authorities ? — Yes, it might indicate that ; it 
might indicate that we run for a longer traffic day than 
the local authorities, that we start earlier and finish later 
at night. 

321. That would be likely to include off-peak travel, 
would 'it not ? — Yes. 

322. Then the average receipt per passenger journey 
is shown as 6.7 in your favour and 4.9 in favour of the 
local authority, so your average receipt per passenger 
journey is higher, is it not ? — Yes. 

323. That, I suggest, is .because your charges are 
higher ? — I would not accept that. 

324. No ? It may well be because the average journey 
is longer. 

325. The average journey in the London Transport 
area, as compared with the local authority ? — That I think 
is referred to in DALI, and perhaps we can leave that 
and see what happens there. The average takings per 
conductor are about the same are they not? — Yes. 

326. So that, dn spite of the traffic problem, you can 
stSll take the same as the local authorities, per conductor ? 
—Yes. 

327. Finally, the vehicle miles per driver is in favour 
of the local authority, is it not ? — Yes. 

328. But what is significant is, 'is 'it not, that this is 
not reflected in the money earned? Despite the local 
authorities’ 'longer mileage per driver, you are still the 
better, so far as the money side of it is concerned? — 
I am. sorry ; I do not see from where you draw the last 
part of your proposition. 

329. If you look at 'line 2, your average receipts per 
passenger journey were higher than the local authorities ? 
— That is the average receipt per passenger journey, not 
earnings per driver and conductor. 

330. It is not precisely the same comparison of course, 
but in so far as your receipts are higher than this line 4 
that would suggest, would it not, you have more profitable 
routes than the local authorities? — No, I do not think 
that is the suggestion really at all. I think this probably 
reflects .the fact we have a different working agreement 
with toe Union from that which the local authorities use. 



334. I see. That is the conclusion which you would 
draw as against the conclusions which I put to you ? — Yes. 

332. Very well, that has been put to you. Now Exhibit 
DAL 2 is a comparison between 'the London Transport 
road and rail services for the .period 1954 to 1964, which 
we spoke about yesterday ? — Yes. 

333. Dealing with passenger journeys in millions. It 
does show, does it not in Tine 1 that the road services 
lost 35.6 per cent ? — Yes. 

334. You agree this figure now, apparently? — Yes. 
This I think is a figure whioh you raised with me yesterday. 
1 challenged 'it, and I must apologise because I misheard 
you. I thought you had quoted a figure of 25 per cent 
and not 35 per cent. 

335. Very well ; 4 am pleased to know we are right 
sometimes. The passenger journeys in miles for the rail 
services did go up 0.4 per cent. I think I did put to you 
yesterday 0.5 per cent did I not? — Yes. 

336. It should be 0.4 per cent. — Yes. 

337. Then the passenger receipts are shown ; the vehicle 
miles and the passenger miles in million show that over 
this ten-year period there was a loss to road of 36.2 per 
cent. — Yes. 

338. Notwithstanding what is said about any switch to 
rail, there was a loss to rail of 43 per cent? — Yes, not- 
withstanding that, Mr. Mercer, we have said that we 
believe the railways are carrying quite a large number 
of short- distance passengers who would, in better times, 
have travelled on the buses, and it is because they are 
short-distance passengers that the railways show a decline 
in their passenger miles, even though they do not show a 
decline in their passenger journeys. 

339. I see. You think that is the comparison between 
lines 1 and 4? — That is the reason for the difference, 
I suggest, between the behaviour of the railway statistic 
at fine 1 and line 4. 



340. Then the average receipts per passenger journey 
are shown in pence and the average receipt per passenger 
mile shows that on the road the percentage was 94.8 and 
on the rail 106 ?— Yes. 

344. And the estimated length of passenger journey 
'in miles has gone down in both cases, has it not ? — Yes. 

342. Finally the third exhibit is a comparison between 
London Transport and the local authority undertakings, 
is it not ? — Yes. 

343. The figures speak for themselves, but perhaps I 
should draw your attention to Tine 5, the passenger receipts, 
London Transport and of local authority undertakings. 
This shows, over the ten yeans, the increase in respect of 
London Transport is 24.2 per cent ? — Yes. 

344. And the local authorities 43.2 per cent? — Yes. 

345. So that notwithstanding the lower rate of charge 
there is a higher income achieved by the local authorities 
with their lower charges ? — I have not accepted the lower 
rate of charge yet, and of course this particular comparison 
is affected by the fact that the local authorities’ volume 
of passenger journeys has not fallen as much as London 
Transport’s. 

346. I see. You think that might be one of the reasons 
for the figures being as they are ? — Yes. 

347. Just before I sit down, I have been asked to get 
your views with regard to table 51 in “ Passenger Trans- 
port in Great Britain.” This shows that — provided my 
copy of it is correct — the drivers and conductors of London 
Transport at the relevant period totalled 32,640. This 
is 1964 figure? — Yes. 
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348. The other staff, 18,487 ?— Yes. 

349. And the addition is 51,127? — Yes. 

350. The local authorities’ drivers and conductors were 
511,162? — That no doubt can 'be derived from this table, 
but it involves a certain amount of arithmetic. 

351. I am told that is the local authorities operating 
more than 24 vehicles. — Yes ; I say I have no doubt it 
can be derived from this table, but it involves some 
arithmetic. 



352. And the other staff in that case is 27,111 persons ? 
— Yes ; I give the same answer. 

(Mr. Crawford): It would greatly assist if my learned 
friend could, when making computations, indicate which 
figures he is referring to. I find it difficult to follow the 
computations derived from the table as distinct from the 
figures which appear in it. 

353. (Mr. Mercer): The references have to .be taken 
apparently from 'tables 27 and 51. {To the Witness) You 
are not able to agree these figures ; is that the position 
at the present time ? — I think, if you gave me the figures 
again, I might be able to establish that. 

354. 'I am told that London Transport, at the relevant 
period, had 32,640 drivers and conductors ? — Yes. 

355. With 18,487 other staff. — Yes, I agree 18,487. 

356. If we take the 87 local authority undertakings 
operating more than 24 buses, which are referred to in 
table 27, then I am told that the figures there would 
be, drivers and conductors, 51,162. — My figures are slightly 
different from yours, but nothing worth worrying about. 

357. And the other staff, 27;1 11 ? — The same is true 
of that ; I have a slightly different figure. 

358. I see. In any event the totals would be 51,127 
in respect of London Transport and 78,273, or such 
figure thereto as you may get, in respect of local 
authorities operating these larger undertakings. — Yes. 

359. Then the percentage of other staff to the total 
would be 36 with regard 'to London Transport and 34.5 
with regard to the local authorities, as referred to ? — It 
looks reasonable. 



360. So therefore it would appear that the proper 
figure, if one regarded the local authorities as “ standard,” 
of other staff, in respect of London Transport, should be 
17,750? — 'If London Transport had the same proportion 
of other staff as the local authorities have, we should 
have had that figure. 

3611. Yes. Then on the basis of the wage rates as 
shown in the 1963 figure table 29, I am told this difference 
of personnel represents an expense of £0.64m.? — That is 
about what 1,000 staff would cost, about £0.64m. per 
annum in broad terms, yes. 

362. If you could streamline your activities along the 
lines of the local authorities, 'that amount would be saved 
Is not that the position ? — If we could save 1,000 staff we 
could save about £600,000. I do not accept “along the 
lines of the local authorities.” 

363. I see. Then I did omit to ask with regard to 
AE 2, line 5, you show the variation in working expenses 
in so far as they arise from savings from mileage changes / 
— Yes. 

364. Are you able to tell us the actual vehicle mileage 
which will be saved ? — Or which is proposed to be saved ? 
— Yes ; the difference between 1965 and the future year, 
so far as mileage is concerned is a reduction of about 
8i million miles on the road services. 



365. 8.5 million miles, and can you evaluate the savings 
in staff wages ? — I have evaluated the savings in drivers’ 
and conductors’ wages of £0.9m. 

366. And the savings in fuel and tyres ; have you done 
that ? — Yes ; that is £0.2m. 

367. The rest of it is a number of items together? — 
Principally maintenance, principally savings in main- 
tenance, £0.4m. 

368. In fact the estimated revenue for a future year 
is proposed to be £97m., is it, plus the £5.7m. as shown 
on AE1, lines 1 and 111. FJL7 shows that there is, up 
to the last date referred to, a deviation from that budget 
of £0.6m. ? — It is 0.6 per cent. 

369. I am sorry ; 0.6 per cent. Does not this deviation 
commence with the fares increases? — No. 

370. Does it not ? — No. 

37.1. Then where do the fares increases make their 
impact ? — -The fares were increased on the l'6th January, 

372. Yes, so that in other words it commenced in 
that week ; is that right ? — It commenced on that day. 

373. So that in any event the situation does not appear 
to have been improved by the fares Increase, does it ? — 
The situation has certainly been greatly improved by the 
fares increase. It so happens that. Commencing at about 
that time, we showed for seven weeks a shortfall compared 
with the budget, but as I explained to the Tribunal yester- 
day, coincident with the increase in fares there was an 
overtime ban and we went through a period reaohing 
until, I think, the 26th February, vriien our services were 
disorganised. It was during that period that we earned 
receipts lower than the budget, but when the overtime ban 
caime to an end, our receipts showed small increases over 
budget, commencing in the week ended March 6th. 

374. Yes, I see? — I think the inference is that the 
shortfall compared with budget was due to the overtime 
ban and not to the fares 'increases. 

375. It is very difficult to say, is it not, what causes 
operate, but certainly over this period the fares increases 
were operating ? — They were. 

376. And we have only got back 0.1 per cent of the 
loss where we were in the week ending January 23rd, 
when it was 0.7, and now we come to 0.6 7—0.7 shortfall 
at that time has become 0.6 shortfall at April 3rd, but 
the point is that we have had increases and decreases 
compared with the budget since the fares were increased. 

377. Have you estimated the increases expected in 
receipts per passenger mile on road and rail services as 
part of these exercises — or was that not your province? 
— That is not my problem, Mr. Mercer ; J do not think 
you will find that it will have been done. 

378. You mean you have not estimated that increase? 
— I have not. 



(Mr. Mercer): Thank you. 

{President) : I propose to call upon the persons on the 
attendance sheet who appear to be appearing for repre- 
sentative bodies. Mr. Crawford, if you allege that any 
of them are not 'representative bodies, perhaps you will 
raise the point now ? 

(Mr. Crawford): Those persons who vrislh to cross- 
examine to whom . I ought to object, I will, Sir. 

{President): Very well. The first one I have on the 
attendance sheet 'is Mr. C. G. Ransome Williams, on 
behalf of the Riickmansworth Urban District Council. Are 
you here ? 
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(Mr. Holly) : I represent that body here .today, Sir. 

( President ) : Do you wish to ask questions ? 

(Mr. Holly) : I am a Solicitor with the Council, Sir ; I 
have no questions which I wish to .put to Mr. Evershed. 

( President ) : Very we'll ; Mr. Hawkings ? 



(Mr. Hawkings): f represent the Harrow Public Trans- 
port Users Association, the Pinner Association, and also, 
at tihe request of Mr. Ausden today, the Association of 
Public Transport Users. I have three or four questions 
which I 'should like to ask Mr. Evershed. 



(President ) : Very well. 



Cross-examined, by Mr. Hawkings : 



379. My first question is with reference to AE 2 and 
the 1964 Report, page 19, paragraph 84. To paragraph 84 
we see that agreement for substantial increases in pay for 
certain staff were agreed in December, 1964, and at die 
same time the Unions accept the need for greater pro- 
ductivity and more efficient use of manpower. My 
question is: Does any saving in expenses expected from 
increased efficiency and productivity appear in AE 2, and 
■if so, how much ? — No ; I cannot identify any savings 
attributable to that particular arrangement. 

3'80. Are there any other sawings from increased effi- 
ciency or productivity that we can hope for in a future 
year ? — Yes. There are substantial savings arising from 
the -re-equipment or our principal power station which will 
come in gradually, year by year, as the re-equipment of 
•that station is completed. We have made savings in 1965 
and shall make further .sawings An 1966, from the opera- 
tion or extended operation of one-man buses. There is 
a considerable economy, although it is not being reflected 
in the figures, in the fact 'that we are steadily buying and 
bringing into service larger vehicles. This is not a form 
of economy which is reflected in figures, but in the form 
of a greater seating capacity being offered to the public. 

381. Has the Minister Of Transport issued any Direc- 
tions in 1965 or 1966 under 'the Transport Act, 1962, which 
could affect the working surplus or deficit for 1966, or 
have any reference to fares ? — The only directive which 
the Minister of Transport has issued is a directive enjoin- 
ing us to pay certain rates of interest on the loans which 
we have borrowed. To that extent it will have an effect 
on our revenue account and on the fares which we must 
charge. 

382. One final question which you may be able to 
answer: In your reply yesterday on AE2, Item 5, you 
said that the saving of £1.5m. would be achieved without 
the elimination of any 'services, except possibly one bus 
service. Can you indicate what that service might be ? — 
The service 7 I do not have tihe number of it, Mr. 
Hawkings. T had in mind that there was one service 
which was not replaced after the overtime ban, and 
possibly a part of another service, but the numbers of 
the services involved escapes me. I mentioned that this 
was’- my belief in' the matter. I do not think it is really 
a question that I can answer without turning up tihe 
papers. If you want an answer, I can get if for you. 

(Mr. Hawkings) : Thank you. That is ail I have to say 
at this 1 stage. 

(President) : I® Mte. Starch here? 

(Mr. Hawkings): He is not able- to be here, this morning. 
Sir, but he will be here later. 

(President) : I see ; thank you. Mr. Egelnick ? 

(Mr. Egelnick) : Yes, Sir. 

(President) : I see that Mr. Crawford is getting on his 
feet. 

(Mr. Crawford): If you please, Sir. Mr. Egelnick is 
appearing An 'two 1 capacities, one as representative of the 
London District Communist Party, which is a political 
organisation — and as such is not a “representative body 
of 'transport users” within- the meaning of the Act — and 
he. appears ■ apparently also' representing himself, and, I 
submit, not*ta “ representative person' ” for the purposes of 
this Hearing. 



(Mr. Egelnick): May 1 say something? 

(President) : No ; Mr. Crawford has not quite finished 
yet. 

(Mr. Crawford) : I understand, insofar as Mr. Egelnick 
is personally representing himself, he is clearly only repre- 
senting himself and not a body of persons, and as I under- 
stand i:t, in his other capacity, representing a political 
party, would not come within the terms of the Aot, which 
are to be found in Section 46 .subsection 8 of the Act, Sir 
(Which is the appropriate section), and which gives the 
definition of a “ representative body ” which means “any 
body, representative of, or of any section of, passengers 
travelling on journeys or routes the charges for which are 
subject to .the London fares orders.” I't specifies expressly 
local authorities, and therefore, can Mr. Egelnick be said, 
as a representative of a political body, to be representa- 
tive of a body of persons “ travelling on journeys or routes 
the charges for which are subject to the London fares 
orders ” 'in this Application ? 

The essence, as I understood it in the past, and my 
submission is that a representative body, in relation to 
the travelling public, is persons or organisations who have 
precisely .the interests of a section of the travelling public 
to deal with — not a general interest, but an organisation 
who have, as their Objective, tihe interests of tihe 'travelling 
public in mind. With tihe addition, of course, of local 
authorities as persons very much interested in the gen- 
erality of travel An ‘their areas who are expressly given 
the right of audience. This perhaps reinforces my repre- 
sentation to you, Sir, in that it is necessary to make sure 
that local authorities have a right of audience because, 
of course, their interest As not confined to being a “ repre- 
sentative 'body” of passengers travelling on journeys, 
because their interests are very much wider. 

So, because of that express interest Of local authorities, 
it would seem to infer a proper interpretation of sub- 
section' 8 would be that “ representative bodies ” is other- 
wise oonfined to those organisations who have, as their 
object, the representation Of the travelling public, and in 
my submission a political party, although it may have 
very wide- interests— and one Of those' interests may be 
the interests of ithe travelling public — As not a body whose 
object is- the representation of the interests Of a body of 
travellers. 



I am reminded, and I would refer, to the Proceedings 
of the 30th November, 1964, as reported in the Second 
Day, the list December, in; the transcript at page 23, about 
half-way down the first column', Sir. Mi. Egelnick was 
present then', and-.- after consultation you ruled in 'the 1 fol- 
lowing 'terms: “ M'r. Egelnick, we do not 'think that your 
Oommittee is a representative .body within tihe meaning 
of the sub-section,” although of course, as you said, you 
will hear- any representations, 

M'y submission, therefore,' is that the ruling you made 
■last 'time is the appropriate ruling' this tiime; Mr. Egelnick 
has the same status as he had when he was here in 1964, 
and he is not a representative body within the meaning 
of' the section. 

(President): Now, Mr. Egelnick, do you wish to- say 
anything about this ? 

(Mr. Egelnick): Yes, Sir. 

(Ptesidenr): I think i# would, 'bet- convenient: ifra#; this -, 
stage you confined your.' remarks to yOUr appeatance. as 
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Secretary of the Communist Party, because in your per- 
sonal capacity you have a fellow Objector in Mr. Rosen 
and we will hear Mm as well as you before we start on 
that. 

(Mr. Egelnick): Mr. President, I would like to ask Che 
members of the Tribunal to reconsider their decision on 
the previous occasion and treat this particular hearing as 
a separate question. My party believes we have the right 
to appear under paragraph 46, section 8, where it states 
•in the following terms: “ . . . representative 'body meaning 
any body representative Of, or of any section of, pas- 
sengers travelling on journeys or routes the charges for 
which are the subject of the London Fares’ Order.” 

We have, as you will be aware, thousands of members 
in every part of Greater London and they constantly 
travel 'throughout London 



through on this part of the problem some time ago. 
Therefore 1 submit on this ground that the London 
District of the Communist Party, if you consider the 
interpretation of a “ representative body ” as a represen- 
tative body of passengers, comes within the meaning of 
the words. 

I would like to deal with several other points which 
may be in the minds of members of the Tribunal 
Questions were asked : Were the Communist Party 
primarily concerned with transport, and it was said it is a 
political party. We do not deny that the Communist 
Party concerns itself with other matters than transport ; 
so for that matter do many Other organisations which 
appear here and have been accepted, and I cannot find 
any statement in the Act which says that an objecting 
body, being a representative body, must be exclusively 
concerned with transport. 



( President ) : Your members, I assume are not confined 
to London, you have got them in other places ? 

(Mr. Egelnick ): Yes, but appearing, as I am, for the 
London District Committee of .the Communist Party I am 
specifically dealing with London as such. 



I do say that we believe we come within the inter- 
pretation of the Act whichever way one wishes to define 
the word “representative.” My first point is this: we 
have 'thousands of members in every part of London who 
constantly travel throughout London on all forms of 
pubic transport at all times of the day and night. I would 
submit that our members represent a very good cross- 
section of the population Of the Greater London area. 



If one wishes to apply the word “ representative body 
in the other sense in respedt of whether the London 
District Committee Of the Communist Party is capable of 
representing these thousands of members, who are, after 
ail, passengers, then again we would submit the answer as 
“ Yes.” We certainly think no-one would deny that we 
are an organised party. We have rules, we have branches, 
and the District Committee, which I represent, is elected 
to look after the needs and aspirations of its members. 
On more than one occasion our members have passed 
resolutions asking its District Committee to take up its 
urgent problems relating to travel in London. 1 have 
in front of me here, for example, one of the resolutions 
in that respect. 



Our members, of course, are being hit by the increases 
of last January and will be hit by the further additional 
proposals. We have produced much materials on transport 
and 'this material has been accepted by many authoritative 
organisations, including, for example, as Stated last time, 
the Phelps Brown Committee and .also the Minister. 
I may add the point that many of the conclusions that 
we have ' come to in the past and proposed solutions of 
are now quite widely discussed. For example, ft is many 
years ago 'that we first proposed this question of subsidies 
and the question of the G,L.C. haVmg responsibility for 
transport Those are two proposals that we have put 



Then our friend has raised the question of being a poli- 
tical party. Of course the Act governing the affairs of 
London Transport and the rules governing this Tribunal 
under which this Tribunal operates are, as we know, >n 
finality made by political parties. The effects of the 
policies 'of London Transport and this Tribunal’s decisions 
likewise have political contents. For example, if as a 
result of the fare increases which London Transport have 
instituted and wish to institute workers feel at necessary to 
ask for wage increases, cpossibiy above the 3j per cent 
incomes policy Of the Government, then they would be 
very much involved with questions of politics. If as a 
result of fare increases passengers turn to private transport 
.and it causes congestion on the roads, it has an effect on 
production, and so on, affecting, of course, our economy 
•in that way. 'If there are more accidents as a result of it, 
and ,i'f the Board’s authority to carry out its terms of 
reference are changed, then I would submit you cannot 
separate these questions as would be desired by the repre- 
sentative of the .London Transport Board here. In other 
words, the work of this Tribunal cannot be separated from 
questions relating :to the welfare of the people in London 
and, 'therefore, we are very much involved, whether you 
like it or not, in political questions. 



Therefore, Mr. President, for the various reasons I have 
stated, I would aSk the members of this Tribunal to 
declare that my organisation has the right to participate 
in this Tribunal’s proceedings. 

(President) : Mr. Egelnick, what is troubling me about 
the proper construction of sub-section 8 is that, as Mr. 
Crawford pointed out, local authorities are specifically 
mentioned there. If “ representative bodies ” has got the 
wide meaning which you say it has, why does it specifically 
mention local authorities and not just leave it at “ repre- 
sentative bodies ” ? 

(Mr. Egelnick): I would think this way: If you look 
at the first part of section 8' ft says : “ . . . means repre- 
sentative of, or any section of," etc., “ and the London 
County Council, the Council of any County or County 
Borough,” and so on. So I put it in that way to you. 



( The Tribunal conferred) 



(President): No, Mr. Egelnick, we have come to the 
conclusion that your Commuttre is ndt a ^resentetive 
body within the meaning of sub-section (8) of section 46 i , 
but, of counse, in due course we shall be prepared to hear 
such observations as you desire to make. The next name 
on the paper is Mr. Rosen. Is Mr . Rosen here_? (No 
reply.) Apparently not. The next name is Mr. Egelnick 
in his personal capacity. No. Mr. Egelnick, do you wish 
to argue that An your personal capacity you are a repre- 
sentative body ? 



(Mr. Egelnick): Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

(President) : We had better hear what you have to say 
about that, Mr. Crawford . 



(Mb. Crawford ) : Well, Sir, it all depends, I suppose, 
WiW otfe takes as -the- definition of a ‘ representative 
body ” in the light of sub-section (8), because only repre- 



sentative bodies are entitled to be heard. As I think I 
said of Mr. Rosen, Mr. Egelnick is also a “ body ” physi- 
cally but he represents only himself, and in the ordinary 
meaning of the words in the context in which they appear 
in .sub-section (8), in my submission, in order that a body 
could be representative it should be representing somebody 
else. In other words one envisages by a “ representative 
body” a number of persons dedicated to a particular 
object and all banded together with that object in mind. 
They are designed to represent a certain state of mind as 
a cohesive whole and,, in nty submission, it is quite beyond 
any reasonable interpretation of “ representative body 
as it is: commonly understood to say that a person is a 
representative body; (if he only represents httmSellf. He is 
in person in toose circumiStalices'not- representing any body 
of persons. In those circumstances, I would say plainly 
a person'- coming > to fchlLs Tribunal and ^seeking only to put 
before ait fata personal- views cannot be described as a 
“ representative body.” 
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( President ) : What have you got to say about that ? 

(Mr. Egelnick): I believe I have the right, as an indi- 
vidual member of the pulbLic, to ask the members of the 
Tribunal to agree that I have the right to participate in 
the proceedings of the Tribunal. 

1 make two maim points in support of my claim. First 
of all, the nature of my work. I am the Propaganda 
Secretary, as you know, in a political organisation, the 
Communist Party. This means that I am constantly 
having to travel to all parts of Greater London, both 
during the day and in the evening, and I also have, I might 
say, relatives and friends whom one wants to writ in 
different parts of London as an individual member of the 
public. I use all forms of public transport and I am con- 
stantly faced with the problems that arise because of the 
increases in fares as well as the worsening services. In 
my work I meet many people who face similar problems — 
in other words, other public transport users. I therefore 
believe that I come within the terms of the Act in para- 
graph 46, sub-sections (7) and (8). 

Under sub-section (7) you will see it says “ The 
Transport Tribunal shall not vary any charges other than 
those to which the Application relates unless the Tribunal 
is satisfied that the Board concerned and such other 
persons as appear to the Tribunal to have substantial 
'interest have an opportunity of being heard.” T would say 
that in the course of my work I have “ substantial interest ” 
in the way in which the affairs of London Transport are 
carried out. 

The second point relates to my being myself represen- 
tative of passengers who are travelling on the London 



routes. My belief in my right to appear before this 
Tribunal was strengthened when I read the report of the 
Select Committee on Nationalised Industries, Volume 1, 
page 17, when you, Sir, appeared before the Select Com- 
mittee and said the following : “ The Tribunal proceeds 
by hearing first the Application for increased fares and the 
supporting evidence, and then the Objectors are heard. 
These may be individual members of the public or 
objectors, or commuters’ organisations, or local autho- 
rities.” That strengthens me in my belief that I have 
the right to appear as an Objector before this Tribunal. 

A further point that I would make is that in your 
evidence, an Volume 2 on page 249, section 139, you did 
make the point that having no method of checking 
evidence ” one reilies upon the opposing parties to check 
the evidence by means of cross-examination,” and as an 
objecting body, of course, that is what I want to do. So, 
therefore, as an individual I would ask you to agree to 
my right to participate in the proceedings Of this Tribunal. 

{ President ): Mr. Egelnick, there seems to be the 
possibility of a rather extraordinary situation. I travelled 
here this morning on the Underground. Am I a repre- 
sentative body? 

{Mr. Egelnick) : You are in a sense, yes. 

(President): Then I am not qualified to be judge in my 
own case. 



(Mr. Egelnick): That Is a problem, is it not. It may 
be the Minister ought to provide you with a car so you 
would not be involved in public transport ! 



(The Tribunal conferred) 



(President): No, Mr. Egelnick, I am afraid you are 
not a “ representative body,” but, as I have already said, 
we shall hear you in your personal capacity in due course. 

(Mr. Egelnick) : Thank you very much. 

Re-examlined by 

383. I have only one question in re-examination, Mr. 
Evershed. You were asked by my learned friend Mr. 
Mercer about a comparison in his fable BAL 3 between 
London Transport and other local authorities running bus 
services in excess of 24 buses, and you agreed that there 
was a differential in the staff percentages, on the figures 
he produced, between London Transport and the other 
local authorities. Are you aware of any different con- 
siderations of operation which apply between London 
Transport and other local authorities? In other words, 
are we comparing like with like in comparing the general 
local authority with London Transport? — No, I do not 
think we are, certainly not in comparing London Transport 
with the mass of the local authorities. I thiin'k the mere 
size of London compared with many of the local authority 



(Mr. Crawford): I take tit there are no other applicants 
for cross-examination ? 



(President) : I have got nobody else on the list. 
Mr. Crawford: 



areas whioh go into such application rules out any proper 
comparison between the two. I think if one were to 
compare London with Manchester, or London with 
Birmingham, one might get a more reasonable comparison; 
but T do not think there is a proper degree of comparability 
between London Transport considered by itself and the 
mass of the local authorities going down bo quite small 
authorities having as few as 24 vehicles. 



(Mr. Crawford): I do not know whether the Tribunal 
has any questions of Mr. Evershed? That is all I wish 
to ask. 



(President) : No thank you. 



(The witness withdrew) 



(Mr. Crawford) : I call now Mr. Frederick John Lloyd, 

Mr. Frederick John 'Lloyd, Sworn 
Examined by Mr. Crawford: 



384. (Mr. Crawford): Mr. Lloyd fulfills the office 
formerly held by Mr. Robbins, who 'has given evidence 
before you on a number of occasions and who is now a 
member of the Board and whose duties as Commercial 
Officer have now been taken over by Mr. Lloyd, who 
appears before you for the first time, Sir. (To the 
witness): Is your full name Frederick John Lloyd ? — Yes. 

385. Are you now, since August, 1965, Chief Com- 
mercial and Planning Officer of the London Transport 
Board ? — Yes. 



Commercial Officer of London Transport. 



386. Are you a Bachelor of Science, Fellow of the 
Institute of Actuaries and a Fellow of the Institute of 
Statisticians ? — Yes. 



387. Did you become an employee of the London 
Transport Executive in June, 1947 ? — Yes. 



388. Were you made an Officer in the London Trans- 
port Executive, as Assistant Staff Administration Officer, in 
1952?— Yes. 
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389. In 1955 were you transferred to the department of 
the Operating Manager for the Central Road Services ? — 
Yes. 



390. As Assistant Divisional Superintendent and then 
as Divisional Superintendent in 1957 ? — Yes. 



391. In 1961 did you become the Operating Manager 
of the Central Buses ? — Yes. 



392. And have you since 1965 held your present 
position ? — Yes. 

393. So from 1947 you have had considerable 
experience of the operation of the commercial side of 
London Transport ? — Yes. 

394. I think Che evidence you propose to give will be 
dealing with Che maximum scales of charges and the 
assessment of what practical results are likely to be 
obtained ? — Yes. 



395. Are the maximum charges now set out in 
schedules 1 to 4 and paragraphs 6 to 12 of the Order of 
the 16th January, 1966 which was published on the 4'th 
January, 1966, in the London Gazette ? — Yes. 

396. Are the maximum charges now sought on this 
Application the same as those which the Notice imposed, 
with two exceptions? — Yes. 

397. Are those exceptions firstly in relation to the 
Harrow/Amersham and Watford and Chesham branches ? 
— Yes. 

398. Where you have a common service, I think, with 
British Railways. — Yes. 

399. And where over 10 miles you seek an extra |d. 
a mile in addition to the charges which the Notice imposed 
— That is so. 

400. Secondly, is the extra application over and above 
the Notice that concerning the concessionary fares in 
relation to young persons ? — Yes. 

40il. Which T think I dealt with in opening and which 
I think you are prepared to deal with more fully later in 
your evidence? — Yes. 

402. First of all, have you prepared an Exhibit FJL 1 
which shows the forecast Of passenger receipts for a 
future year? — Yes. 

403. And are your figures based upon the domestic 
budget of the Board for 1966? — Yes. 

404. Will you look at FJL1. You start with an 
estimated actual receipts for 1965 of £98.7tn. — Yes. 

405. Will you fell the Tribunal, from .that starting 
figure, how you estimate ithe total receipts in a future 
year ? — We start with the figure Of £98 .7m. Then there 
is a relatively small addition for clearances from the traffic 
of British Railways. This is an addition of £0.2 m. on a 
figure of just Short Of £3!m., and that produces receipts 
of £98 .9m. We then have to make certain deductions 
because of changes that are 'taking place. The first 
deduction we 'have made is a deduction because on the 
road services we would be running less services in 1966 
than we did in 1965, and we estimate that this reduction 
in the services which are operating will, reduce our 
receipts by £0.5m. 

406. Can you give some indication in percentage of 
the reduced car mileage you are likely to operate in a 
future year ?^-Yes. We -shall be operating about 2.8 per 
cent less car miles on 'the 'bus road Side. 



407. For what reasons will that 2.8 per cent reduction 
be brought about ? — ‘It 'will be brought about partly 
because in certain areas of London we have not got the 
staff, the drivers are not available, and in other places 
because certain service economies will be made where the 
demand f or our services has been reduced. 



408. So you have a tailoring of services where demand 
is reduced, and in other places where you have not the 
staff you will cut scheduled mileage ; ‘is that right ? — Yes. 

409. 'Is there any other downward trend in traffic for 
which you have made an allowance in your FJL 1 ? — Yes. 
There has been for some years now a general reduction in 
the demand for our road services and we have made 
estimates of how we think the -trend will operate during 
the year 1966. We have first of all decided that there 
would be no reduction in demand for the Underground 
services but that the Whole of the lowering demand would 
be on 'the road side, that is to say both the central buses, 
the country buses, and the Green Line coaches ; and our 
view is that we would be fll.4m. less in receipts because 
of decreased passenger demand on these services. 



410. To what do you attribute the progressively down- 
ward trend in the road services which you have 
indicated ? — 'I think it is due to one or two causes, but 
the main cause is the reduction is much greater outside 
the peak hours on Monday to Friday. It is particularly 
noticeable at week-ends, on Saturdays and Sundays; in 
fact, in recent years, certainly in 1965, we lost twice as 
much percentage of people at the week-ends as we did 
during the week, and Of course this is not suiprising 
because at the same time in London there is a continual 
build-up in the number of, and ownership of, private cars 
and it is very much at these off-peak times, particularly 
at the week-ends, that the private cars are used more, 
leading to this downward trend in the use of our road 
services. 

41>1 . So there is ‘increasing competition from the private 
car which gives rise to falls in off-peak periods and at 
week-ends, you say. Do you say that has any effect on 
the difficulties of actually operating your services through 
London ? — Yes. There are two other main features. One 
is the increase in the difficulty of getting through the 
streets of London. Here I should, perhaps, mention that 
when we are dealing With buses we are not just thinking 
of that inner central area of London, we are thinking of 
the whole of the London area through which we run, 
and although there has been some help in the very inner 
area, the outer suburban areas are getting increasingly 
congested and Jt is more difficult to run regular and 
reliable services due to conditions under which the number 
of vehicles on the street is continually increasing and 
there are from time to time very difficult periods because 
of delay and congestion. This makes the service less 
attractive to our customers. 

412. You made allowances, therefore, for a reduction 
in the road service mileage of £0.5m. and for a lower 
level of traffic receipts of £1 .4m. — Yes. 

413. What is the net estimate in a future year of the 
traffic receipts? — Those two figures Of £0.5m. and £1.4m. 
combined are £1.9m., which we take away from the 
previous figure of £98.9m., leaving us with estimated 
receipts for a future year of £97!m. 

414. Is that the figure you have also produced in 
Exhibit FJL 5? Is Che £97m. the total in column 11, 
line 5 of that Exhibit showing ithe year’s receipts from 
charges at lines 4 and 16 in 1966 ? — Yes. I would like to 
emphasise that this 'is, of course, at the rate of charge 
which existed before the increases which were put in this 
January. 

415. Have you considered, in consequence of that 
depreciation of receipts and what you know of increases 
of costs, ways in Which revenue can be raised, and have 
you prepared for -that purpose a number Of Exhibits, the 
first. FJL 2, dealing With maximum single fares ? — Yes. 
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416. 'Does >that Exhibit show, 'in column 2, the 
maximum fares which were -in force before the 16fh 
January pursuant to the substantive Order of 1965 ? — Yes. 

417. 'In column 3 do you show the fares whlich were 
introduced on the 1 6th January and are the subject of this 
Application 7 — Yes. 



433. Were those charges the same as would apply to 
die ordinary London Transport railways up to 10 
miles ? — Yes. 

434. And thereafter were they at 3d. a mile after 10 
miles, which was albove 'die general London Transport 
scale ? — Yes. 



4>1'8. Does column 4 give the increase of the new fares 
over the existing maxima under the Order ? — Yes. 

419. Have you made any alterations in the fares for 
one, two and three miles ? — No. 



420. There were introduced in 1963 fares at 11 and 2£ 
miles. How have you dealt with those ? — The 1± miles 
and 2| miles fares have been eliminated and they now 
go to units of interval miles, one, two and three. 

421. Does that mean an increase of 2d. on the 1£ 
mile charge and an increase of 2d. on the 24- mile charge, 
whioh brings them up to Che immediately following whole 
mile ? — Yes. 



422. So far as four miles is concerned, has that been 
increased by Id ? — Yes. 



435. By the Notice effected on the 16th January were 
the fares from 4 to 12 miles increased in this table? 
— Yes. 



436. Were they to the level of the new fares for the 
rest of London* Transport ? — Yes. 

437. Up to 12 miles ? — Yes. 

438. In column 4 do you show the increases whicn the 
Notice produced ? — Yes. 

439. In column 5 do you reflect the additional Appli- 
cation ? — Yes. 

440. Or the combined Applications for what you 
imposed by the Notice and the extra -jd. a mile which 
you seek in relation to these lines. — Yes. 



423. And five miles by 2d. — Yes. 

424. And thereafter it is a regular progression of 3d. 
a mile ? — 'Yes. 

425. To what mileage does that go 7 — That goes to 
the first 13 miles and Chen it falls progressively lower 
thereafter. 

426. Wall you tell the Tribunal why you have altered 
the 1£ and 2| mile fares and generally why you have 
provided for 'the maximum single ordinaries on this 
progression 7 — The weight of traffic which we are dealing 
with is traffic which travels a relatively short distance and, 
therefore, in order to obtain an appropriate amount of 
increase it is necessary to increase some of the fares at 
the lower mileage, and lit seems to .us equitable that we 
should deal with those which escaped increases on the 
last occasion. 

427. There was a slight increase in the 2$ males, was 
there not. last time, in 1964? — Yes. These increases for 
■the 14 and 24 mile fares would, I estimate, produce about 
£2.7>m. net, and that is almost half the total net yield of 
the increases from the charges we are proposing. 

428. iff you did not impose increases on the 14 and 24 
miles to produce your estimated £2.7m. net, what would 
have been die effect of reconstructing your fare scales 
to raise as much money as you can 7 — We would have 
had to increase the higher fares much more than we have 
done, and of course these fares for the longer distances 
are already by their nature fairly heavy and they are 
largely, quite frequently, taken tip by the optional 
traveller, which is, 'Of course, the part which 'is very 
susceptible to price and car competition. So our view is 
that what we did is the reasonable way to tackle this 
difficulty. 



429. When you 9ay that the longer distance fares are 
by their nature heavier, do you mean that because a longer 
distance is travelled the charge is, of course, greater 7 — 
Yes. 



430. Have you in FJIL3 set out the maximum fares 
you seek to charge on the railway between Queen’s Park 
and Watford Junction and Harrow-on-the-Hill and 
Amersham 7 — Yes. 



435 . With the Watford and Chesham Branches 7 — Yes. 



4411. Would you tell the Tribunal why you desire this 
additional Application in relation to .the id. a mile over 
'10 miles, l'l miles and upwards 7— Yes. The fares on the 
Harrow-on-the-Hill to Amersham line and the Watford 
and Chesham Branohes have for many years been 
aligned with those Of the main line railways and their 
successors, fn the characteristics of the traffic such as the 
length of travel, the nature of the services, fast trains 
from the outer suburbs, they are more akin to those of 
British Railways than to the rest of London Transport’s 
railways, apart from 'the consideration of joint train 
working. 

442. Jn other words, you and British Railways Board 
run trains over the same lines. — Yes. 

443. Is it to your knowledge that the British Railways 
Board are seeking an extra 4d. a mile 7 — Yes. 

444. And accordingly you wish to be in line on an 
historic alignment which has always existed over these 
lines ? — Yes. 

445. In FJL 4 have you dealt with the maximum season 
ticket rates 7 — Yes. 



446. Is that Exhibit in three parts, on three sheets, 
dealing with weekly seasons, monthly seasons and three- 
monthly seasons respectively 7 — Yes. 



447. I think the pattern is a familiar o 
sheet have you in column 2 the existing 
tihe Notice under the 1965 Order 7 — Yes. 



ne. On each 
fares before 



448. The proposed maximum charges in column 3 
which are those which were applied by the Notice as 
from -the 16th January of thlis year 7— Yes. 

449. In column 4 do you show the increase in amount, 
and in column 5 the percentage increase respectively 7— 



450. Then in columns 6, 7, 8, and 9 do you show, 
in 6 and 7, the sayings compared with an ordinary day 
return fare in relation to a six-day week 7 — Yes. 

451. And in relation to a five-day travelling week in 
8 and 9 7 — Yes. 

452. Comparing them first of all with the situation 
on the old fares and the situation on the new fares in 
each case? — Yes. 



432. In the first case, so far as column 2 is concerned 
of that Exhibit, do they show the charges under the Order 
of 1965 7— Yes. 



453. From columns 6, 7, 8 and 9 up to at any rate 15 
miles can you point to any improved terms offered 7 — The 
discounts are slightly greater than they were previously. 
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454. So that on the new scales as proposed there would 
be a slight improvement — a slight saving — compared with 
the cost over six days and five days of travelling at ordinary 
fares ? — Yes. 

455. Do those maximum season ticket scales for London 
Transport apply similarly in the application as you under- 
stand it of the British Railways Board ? — As I understand 
it, yes. 

456. So that if both are approved, the season ticket 
rates over British Railways Board lines and London 
Transport lines will be the same ? — Yes. 

457. Another of your additional proposals is of course 
the alteration of paragraph 16 of the 1965 order and the 
consequential change in paragraph 17, which refers to the 
buses, in relation to children and young persons ? — Yes. 

(Mr. Molony): Might I intervene. 

I am in a difficulty, as there are here two applications 
being taken separately 'but of course they march together, 
for example, in relation to the Amersham and Watford 
■lines, although that is not of the greatest importance ; more 
significantly for present purposes they march together in 
reflation to this proposal to withdraw the concession for 
juveniles undergoing education. In fact, looking at the 
figures, one derives the impression that the matter is of 
much greater moment to British Railways than to London 
Transport in terms of money ; in fact the calculation of 
London Transport is that the additional yield to British 
Railways Board will be of the order of £300,000 or 
£400,000, which is approaching three times as much as 
London Transport are themselves calculating to benefit 
from the alteration for which they are contending. 

On behalf of the Greater London Council and the other 
authorities in London which are associated with it, 1 desire 
to call evidence on this aspect of the case — the conces- 
sionary fares— and 'in the ordinary way I would cross- 
examine Mr. Lloyd and should also have to oross-examline 
the appropriate witness for it'he Railways Board and the 
whole matter would have to be taken on two separated 
bases ; my cross-examination would be to some extent 
duplicated, and my evidence certainly would be duplicated ; 
that is what would happen if this aspect of the matter con- 
tinued to be treated as forming a separate and isolated 
part of each application. 

I hope I make my difficulty clear, and I invite your 
sympathetic consideration as to how 'the position might be 
adjusted. I should like the evidence for botih applicants 
on this point to be given at the same time, and my counter- 
evidence to be tendered only once, in order to meet the case 
of both applicants. Which must be a similar case. 

( President ): What have you to say about that, Mr. 
Crawford? 

(Mr. Crawford ) : I appreciate my learned friend’s prob- 
lem. My difficulty is also perhaps a real one ; I have to 
present the case on behalf of the London Transport Board ; 
this aspect of it ! is part of the case ; it is true (and I think 
I sa'id this in opening) that I think it has more financial 
significance in relation to the subsequent application, 
although we feel as a matter of principle perhaps just as 
strongly as they do about it. 

In the ordinary course of events Mr. Lloyd would give 
his evidence on behalf of the London Transport Board 
on this aspect and when my evidence was completed 1 
should have to close my case, and such evidence or repre- 
sentations as might be made by the Greater London Council 
on this matter in the application by the British Railways 
Board would be not a matter upon which I or my leader 
would be in a position to comment on in this application. 

It is of course for my learned friend to decide what 
course he adopts ; I should have thought it likely that the 
tribunal would not make up its mind on my application in 
relation to this aspect until it had heard what British Rail- 
ways had to say upon it. 
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( President ) : You can assume that to be the case. 

(Mr. Crawford): In those circumstances perhaps .the only 
prejudice I would suffer would be an inability to deal ■with 
any evidence which my learned friend might adduce on the 
British Railways application because I should then have 
ceased to have any locus standing in relation to the 
application. 

There are perhaps two- alternatives: my friend might 
perhaps put to Mr. Lloyd such parts of ihiis case as he 
sees fit in cross-examination and reserve his substantive 
evidence for the second application, and the London 
Transport Board might leave it to .the sympathetic con- 
sideration of the tribunal when looking at both cases 
together ; alternatively, I suppose my case might Stand 
adjourned at the end of my substantive evidence, and if 
I desire to make any representations in reflation to the 
evidence which is produced on the British Railways 
application, they might be made at some time when the 
application had been heard. I am anxious not to shut 
myself out from any comment upon the substantive 
evidence my learned friend is likely to bring before the 
tribunal because I shall not have the opportunity on 
behalf of the London Transport Board to test it. But of 
course I cannot compel him to bring evidence, and it 
would seem a waste of time for it to be brought twice. 

Perhaps my learned friend might deal with Mr. Lloyd’s 
aspects of matters in cross-examination and my case might 
stand adjourned at the end of this hearing, if I think at 
that stage it is necessary for me to make such represen- 
tations oin any further evidence which might be called 
on behalf of British Railways or on behalf of the Greater 
London Council in relation to the application of British 
Railways’ application ; that might give me the best of two 
worlds I 



At illhe moment, I would like to hear what my learned 
friend has to put to Mr. Lloyd on this aspect. 

( President ): Have you anything more to say, Mr. 
Molony ? 

(Mr. Molony): I think it is plain that this is a real 
difficulty, from what my learned friend has said. But 
I should .not be required to address myself twice in speech 
and evidence to what is the same point, and I would 
suggest with respect that as to the pant where the .subject 
matter of the two applications overlaps, they might to 
that extent be heard together, which would meet the 
point I make and reserve to my learned friend the .position 
•he wishes to retain, that when my evidence has been pre- 
sented he will have an opportunity to comment upon it 
■in the interests of his clients. 

•I see Mr. Jupp has arrived .now ; perhaps I could have 
a private word with him about what has transpired ? 

(Mr. Mercer): While it is going on might I mention 
that the same difficulty will arise in other parts of the 
evidence, and it might be desirable that there be speeches 
in respect of both applications by objectors appearing in 
both applications. 

( President ): Would you like to have a few minutes’ 
adjournment ? 

(Mr. Jupp) : I have had sufficient word with Mr. Molony 
•now, and lit does seem reasonable that the matter should 
not be prolonged and dragged out by ‘going over ground 
twice, and I cannot see that my clients wdl be prejudiced 
if it is done in one. 

Of course you will appreciate that we are calling 
separate evidence an this point from the evidence being 
called by the London Transport Board, but the only thing 
I am concerned to say ds> — and I understand Mr. Molony 
agrees— ’that we would not want suddenly to put in a 
piece of evidence before our case was opened and 
explained to the tribunal, and as far as our case is con- 
cerned we would expect it bo come in the ordinary order. 
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Subject to that, if it is no inconvenience to Mr. Crawford 
to postpone bis evidence on this, I cannot see that this 
would be prejudicial to my clients. I certainly want to 
co-operate in every way I can to keep matters as Short 
as possible. I would Hike to have a word with my 
instructing solicitor about this, buit I can say, I thank, that 
that is our view of it. 

458. {Mr. Crawford) : Perhaps Mr. Lloyd might con- 
clude his evidence in chief and the aspect can be reserved, 
to be interposed at an appropriate stage in the British 
Railways’ application. I include in that the right to 
cross-examine any witnesses on this aspect of the case 
when it is interposed in relation to London Transport. I 
shall ask Mr. Lloyd to deal with the reduction of the 
concessions to children and young persons. 

(To the witness) : ft is right that the order as it exists 
makes provisions, as it were, for three categories of young 
persons: first of all those under 14 ? — Yes. 

459. Then those between 14 and 16? — Yes. 

460. And finally those between 16 and 1’8 ? — Yes. 

461. Broadly the position is that at present everybody 
under 14, for whatever reason, gets a half-fare concession ? 
— A half season ticket concession, yes. 

462. There is no intent to alter that ? — None at all. 

463. And between the ages of 14 and 16 is it right 
that young persons get a concession of half rate without 
any earnings limit provided that it is in reflation to 
education? — Y$s, they can obtain an educational ticket. 

464. And between the ages of 16 and 18 are there 
still educational season tickets available, but the rate at 
which they are calculated — whether half or two thirds — 
depends upon the earnings of the young person concerned? 
— Yes the earnings level is 25s. per week. 

465. So anyone between those ages earning less than 
25s. a week gets a half rate educational season ticket, and 
if he is earning over that amount he gets a two thirds 
rate one? — Yes. 

466. You mentioned .that the concessions were limited 
to educational season tickets ; have you considered the 
definition of educational season tickets contained in the 
1965 order ?— Yes ; it as because of the definition of the 
educational season ticket that we have been in the practical 
difficulty of restricting the issue of these tickets to people 
who are undergoing education. 

467. The definition is that educational season ticket 
means a season ticket the use of which by Hie holder 
thereof is limited to journeys between the place where 
'he resides and the university, college, school or other 
educational establishment or institution where he is under- 
going training for some profession, trade or vocation. 
How does that present practical difficulties to you ? — The 
great difficulty has been to demarcate between those who 
are and those who are not undergoing training. The 
position in recent years has been that.it has no-t been 
possible to make this demarcation and that the reduced- 
rate educational tickets have been issued to anyone 
producing a certificate saying that they will be used for 
travelling for residential purposes and not for business 
purposes. I should add that that means you cannot use 
them going around on your business, but you can have 
these tickets for travelling between your home and your 
office if you can say in any way you are undergoing 
training. 

468. What about the provisions of age limit is it 
practicable to deal with them when issuing these tickets ? 
— Yes, we restrict this concession to those under 18, and 
of course in order to this we have to have a certificate 
from the headmaster or the head of the educational 
institution or the employer of the young person, in order 
to get not only the age but also the earnings, if the young 
person is claiming for the rate of under 25s. 



469. So there is quite a lot of work involved in derter- 
miniing whether or not a person comes within the various 
limits which the scale requires? — Yes, and there is con- 
siderable administrative complication in holding these 
various types of ticket at all our different stations, and 
we have set out on a piece of paper the numbers involved. 

470. Before dealing with that, apart from the difficulties 
of demarcating does the board hold any views about the 
necessity in this day and age for this type of concession 
as at present existing ? — Many years ago when these con- 
cessions came in, the young people to whom they applied 
were very lowly paid ; but in the conditions of today these 
particular young persons are no longer in our view a class 
of people who require subsidisation from the fares of 
the generality of the travelling public ; we do not think 
they are worse paid than many other people and therefore 
they ought to pay their share of the cost of travel. 

471. Have you prepared an estimate of the number of 
ticket holders who are issued with these type of season 
tickets, showing in total about 12,500 persons who enjoy 
these concessions in one form or another ? — Yes ; I have 
made it exhibit FJ'L 8. ( Exhibit FJL 8 handed to the 
tribunal.) 

472. Do you show first of all that there are 8,500 people 
enjoying the two thirds rate? — Yes. 

473. That is to say aged between 1 6 and 17 and earn- 
ing more than 25s. a week? — Yes. 

474. Those would fall within item 6 of FJL 5 ? — Yes. 

475. Then at half rate are there 2,600 holders aged 15, 
that is to say over 14 and under 16 and consequently enjoy- 
ing half rate irrespective of earnings provided they are 
undergoing education 'in some form or other? — Yes. 

476. Then are there 100 persons holding concessionary 
tickets at half rate, ages 16 and 17, under the 25s. per week 
margin? — Yes. 

477. So that of the group where there is a means test, 
so to speak, we have 8,500 over 25s. and 100 under 25s.?— • 
Yes. 

478. And then are there 1,300 holders at half rate firstly 
under 14, and secondly between 14 and 17 in full-time 
education? — Yes. 

479. They would not suffer any increase under these 
proposals. — May I add that these figures in this document 
are estimated numbers of ticket holders in 1965. 

480. As your note says, they exclude through traffic 
from British Railways and they exclude the local education 
authority season tickets ? — 'Yes. 

481 . Does it follow from your figures that your view — 
the view of 'the board — is that if thliis alteration is made 
to paragraph 16 of the order, it will affect only those 
people — a substantial class — who you tihlink would be well 
able in these current economic conditions to pay a full 
fare ? — 'Yes, we are of the View that the people who are 
at work in these age-groups are now earning wages whiich 
should enahle them to pay .their fair share of the oost of 
■travel. 

482. And is the .board still anxious to preserve to the 
category of fudl-time students the half fare concessions ? — 
Yes, we are prepared to do that. 

483. 'Is the margin of persons likely to be adversely 
affected — that is the 100 at half-rate between the ages of 
16 and 17 earning under 25s. per week — off only a •minimal 
character ? — Yes. 

484. So does it follow that in your View — tin -the View 
of Che board — these concessions as framed at present, 
which have a certain historic background, are not socially 
necessary or commercially justifiably now? — That is our 
view. 
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485. Talking about historic background, the two-thirds 
provision is not of any great historic interest, is it ? — No, 
it was introduced in tihe last war. 

486. Was it at the Government’s request that it was 
introduced, when there was dispersal due to bombing ? — 
Yes. 

487. I think paragraph 17 of the order, whlioh deals 
with buses — concessions on buses where there has been a 
ticket issued by an educational establishment' — would con- 
sequentially have to be amended as proposed ? — Yes. 

488. To be brought info Line with the proposed amend- 
ments of paragraph 16 ? — Yes. The numbers are 
negligible. 

489. Let us turn to money again and how you propose 
that these fare increases should produce sums in terms 
of estimated cash. Have you prepared FJL5 ? — Yes. 

490. Showing firstly under die different categories of 
receipt's at a future year at old charges? — Yes, that is 
before the 16th January increases. 



491. Do you indicate the yields which are likely and 
the discounts likely to be produced by the various increases 
proposed, and do they appear in that table, showing in 
effect first of all in column 13 a total (in line 5) of 
£5,514,000 ? — Yes. Those are the fares which are already 
operating. 

492. From the 16th January ? — Yes. 

493. Then in the box in the left-hand bottom corner 
do you show the yields from the additional proposals not 
contained in the notice ? — Yes. 

494. From the withdrawal of the two-thirds rate do 
you expect about £100,000? — Yes. 

495. From the withdrawal of the half-rate, £35,000 ? — 
Yes. 

496. And in reflation to the increase of id. over 10 
rriiles, £7,000 on the Harrow/Am ersham line? — Yes. 

497. Making £142,000 ? — Yes. 

498. In column 13 of the major table, that produced 
your estimated £5.7m. yield from all these fare proposals ? 
—Yes. 



499. I do not think I need go into details of the table 
at this stage, but is it based, insofar as they are net figures, 
on estimates or discounts which you expect will apply 
when the fares are applied in a full year ? — Yes. 

500. Do you produce FJL6, showing what allowances, 
at each fare to be increased, you have made on the 
assumption Of loss or drop back passengers, showing the 
percentage you assume? — Yes. 

50*1 . On what basis have you taken these percentages 
Of loss passengers and drop back passengers? — There 
are two main factors entering into this calculation ; one 
is the analysis Of the fares paid into their different amounts 
— that is done on .the basis of tests which we make during 
the year (we make them twice) — and also the percentage 
of the tosses at each level ; those are based on our vieiws 
arid’ on our experience in previous cases. It is really 
showing how we came to the previous figure. 

502. It is based upon your previous experience and 
expertise over many years of this type of calculation ? — 
Yes. 

503. That must be to some extent looking into a crystal 
ball, but you have background knowledge which helps 
you to make these calculations? — Yes. 



504. In the past have you found that forecasts of 
percentage losses on increases of fares have proved 
reasonably accurate? — Yes. 

505. Have you finally produced an exhibit again with 
which we are familiar — FJL 7 — showing the comparison 
week by week with the budget forecast for 1966? — Yes. 

506. Both cumulative and on a weekly basis ? — Yes. 

507. You start with the week ended 9th January, which 
produced a deviation : a surplus of 1 .4 per cent ? — Yes. 

508. And on the week ended 27th March, after a series 
of minuses, you have a minus figure of 0.6 per cent ? — Yes. 

509. Mr. Evershed was asked about this variation, 
With a view perhaps to indicating that the consistent short 
fall from the budget might have been due to the increase 
of fares on the 16th January. Can you give factors which 
in your opinion have affected the deviation from the 
budget during tihe weeks from l'6th January to the 27th 
March ? — Yes. There are really four factors that can 
affect the position : there is whether or not the estimates 
which we made of product of fares increases are being 
borne out ; we think they are. 

Secondly — and this is something Mr. Evershed 
mentioned — 1 there was an overtime ban on the bus side 
which ran from the week ended 23rd January to the 
end of February and undoubtedly accounted for the 
deviation from budget below the budget in those weeks. 

Then the next factor is the weather ; there is no question 
that the short fall in the two weeks of the 16th and 23rd 
January was due to an intense cold spell, and if I might 
refer to quite recently, ft will be Within all our knowledge 
that the weather has been pretty terrible recently, and 
these figures do vary from week to week depending on 
whether we have a run of good or bad weather. 

The other factor is that we have not been quite able to 
operate so far this year the amount of mileage on the 
road side that we had thought we were going to be able 
•to operate (apart from the overtime ban) ; that has tended 
to cause a certain short fall. 

510. You have referred to weather as a factor affecting 
the variations from budget ; during the overtime ban 
what was the weather like? — In the four weeks 30th 
January to 20th February the weather was good, and mild. 

511. Would that have a counter-effect — an ameliorating 
effect? — Yes. For example the week ended 6th March, 
when we had a large plus figure, happened to be a 
particularly fine weekend ; on the other hand, on 16th 
January and 23rd January it was intensely cold weather, 
and we think that was why the figures went down. What 
I am saying is that these figures are bound to vary from 
week to week ; you can take it only on the whole of the 
period, or of the year ; but certainly so far we have no 
cause to feel that our estimate of the increases due to 
the fares rises have not been reasonably well estimated. 

512. The ban on overtime ceased at the end of 
February ; did that restore you fully bo normal working 
immediately ? — Almost. Inevitably there is a slight period 
of readjustment, and some of the services were not 
immediately put back but .were delayed a week or so, and, 
as Mr. Evershed said, one very minor route has not been 
put back at all and another has been slightly cut short. 

513. In the Light of the aiicumstances you have put 
before the Tribunal, can you regard a short fal on 27th 
Maroh of 0.6 per cent or £148,000 as being a serious 
deviation from toe forecast made ? — No ; toe bit we did 
not forecast was the overtime ban, but apart from that we 
would regard this as showing the forecasts were quite 
reasonable. 

514. I do not know whether you have figures which 
would bring JFL7 up to date? — Yes, I have got them 
for the last three weeks. 
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515. 3rd, 10th and 17th April?— Yes. Perhaps I could 4.5 ; cumulative: 28,641 ; minus 265 ; minus 0.9. 



read them out ; I shall read them across : ly&o ; minus o ; 
minus 0.4; cumulative: 25,089; minus 156; minus 0.6. 

516. Now 10th April. — >1,799 ; minus 27 ; minus 1.5 ; 
cumulative : 26,888 ; minus 183 ; minus 0.7. 

517. And now 17th April? — 11,753; minus 82; minus 

( Adjourned for 
Cross-examined by 

518. When the fares increaises, sulbjeat to the deter- 
mination of the Tribunal, were resolved upon in December, 
your Board would have known perfectly well of course 
i that those increases would not enable the Board, in fhedr 
first full year Of operation, to make ends meet ? — Yes. 

519. You would have had in m'ind the sort of figure 
that is to be derived from AE 1, a figure for the future 
•year, showing a deficit of £4 .4m., and the evidence which 
was given yesterday by Mr. Evershed in all probability 
■that the actual deficit for 1966 will come out at about 
£5m.? — Not entirely, I think, because since December 
some months have passed, and during those months dis- 
cussions and agreements have taken place with Trade 
Unions, and as I understood my colleague’s evidence 
yesterday, he included up to yesterday agreements which 
had been reached up to yesterday. There are more of 
those than there were at the beginning off last December. 

520. I follow. It would not be unfair to say you would 
have had in mind, when you decided to bring into force 
the fares increase now under Inquiry, that the deficit for 
1966 would have been of the order of £4^m.? — Certainly I 
grant you what we were asking for would not be enough. 

521. That does not answer my question. Would you 
mind answering my question ? Let me put it in a more 
interrogatory form : When you decided upon the increases 
now under Inquiry, did your Board not well know for 
1966 the deficit was likely to be of the order of £4jm.? — 

I do not think I can go completely wtiith you because it 
is not my responsibility to say precisely what was known 
in December as to the amount of the deficit. 

522. You see, we know that your Board wished to 
bring the present increases — I am ignoring for the moment 
the additional ones which have not yet been brought into 
effect to date, but those additional fare increases were 
increases which you wished to introduce in M'ay, 1965 ? — 
Yes. 

523. And you were deterred by the Minister from so 
doing ? — Yes. 

524. Bf you had had your way, they would have been 
brought 'into force in May, 1965, would they not ? — Yes. 

'525. And it 5s quite plain now, is it not, and it would 
have been plain some months back, that those increases, 
even .if they had been, brought into force in May, 1965, 
would not produce a reasonable balance between income 
and expenditure in 1966 ? — That was known iin December, 
1965. 

526. Yes ? — Not in May, 1965. 

527. Well, I myself have made that distinction in the 
question. Now we are back in December, 1965, when you 
decided .to go ahead wHih the Minister’s sanation with the 
increases which you would have brought into play, if you 
could, in May, 1965 ? — Yes. 

'528. Are you prepared to put a figure upon the 
anticipated deficit for 1966 when your Board resolved 
on bringing these current increases into force in January, 
1966 ?— No, Sir. 

529. I suggest (iit may not have been closely estimated) 
but your ideas oouild not have been very formulated, even 
from the £4.4m. deficit that AE 11 ! discloses, could they ? — 



Might I add there that ft has been a most shocking 
week for weather ; we had three holiday days in the week, 
on all of which it rained, and during the week we had 
heavy snow. That is the reason for such bad results, I 
am quite clear. 

a short time ) 

Mr. Moloney: 

That is possible, but that was not if I may say so, the 
reason why .the particular increases were put in. 

530. I am not asking you for the .reason; I am just 
asking you for the state of knowledge of the Board at a 
dime which I regard as material. Are you really saying in 
December, 1965, iit was not appreciated by the Board that 
the 1966 defiait, even bringing these increases into 
operation, would be off the order disclosed in AE -1 ? — 
I was trying to say, Sir, I did not disagree in generality 
with whlat you are saying, but I have not got at my finger 
tips the precise figure of £'4 .4m. you are quoting. That 
was not my responsibility last December, and I have not 
that figure at my finger tips, to confirm or deny it. 

'5311. If anybody had applied their minds to the 
problem, and endeavoured to estimate in terms In 1966 
how your accounts would turn out at the end of the year, 
their calculation would not have been very different from 
that on A'E 1 would it ? — I agree that. 

532. It would surprise me if somebody did not go 
through that exercise. Do you really think that anybody 
did ? — 'It was known. 

533. It was known that £4 .4m. would be the deficit 
notwithstanding this increase in 1966 ? — No, I am not — 
I am saying ,the situation was known, but 1 have said I 
am unable to confirm or deny the precise figure off £4 .4m. 
which you are putting forward. If was not my respon- 
sibility to have that particular figure available in 
December. That would have to be looked at to make 
sure to answer you precisely on that point 

534. 1 follow that, but it is obvious somebody must 
have done it and applied their mind — Mr. Evershed or 
somebody in his Department — in order to see what was 
the likely effect on the 1966 financial workings of the 
Board in bringing these increases into play? — Yes. 

535. There is no reason to suppose, at December, 1965, 
the conclusion would have been any different if that 
exercise were performed, to the conclusion which AE 1 
leads us to?— Subject to the comments I have made 
before, I agree. 

536. Weil, those comments J thought were solely 
directed to the additional half million or so.— It might be 
more than half a million. 



537. I beg your pardon ?— It might well be more than 
half a million. 



538. It might be, but I do not think we have had any 

evidence to support the likelihood that it was. If you 
had been allowed to go ahead last year with your proposed 
increases, is it possible that this year, 1966, would have 
seen the second Stage of the fare increases which were 
referred to in Appendix 5 being the evidence of the Board 
before the Select Committee ?— fit was possible, but not 
certain. • 

539. And the second Stage, of course, is the increase 
of a minimum fare to 6d.?— That was given rather more 
generally. I was accepting that there might be two stages, 
but I was not accepting that the second Stage had been 
at all precisely worked out. 

'540. I do not know how precisely it was worked out 
but it was in fact mentioned specifically as part of your 
Boards evidence when their Views were presented to the 
Select Committee, was if not?— 4 think in broad outline, 
but not in specific detail. 
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54)1. We are only dealing with broad outline, but 
your broad outline is a fare strudtlion of 4d., 8d. and 
1 s. ? — Yes. 

542. Is there any great difference, from Hie point of 
View which we are now considering, of having a fare 
structure of 4d., 8d. and Is. and one of 6d., 9d. and Is. ? 
— There is a difference. 

543. The difference of course is that it brings in more 
revenue, providing it is not self -defeating ? — Yes. 

544. And the point ma'de in your evidence — it is in 
Appendix 5 at page 331 of the evidence, and of course 
reproduced in the text of the Report, I think, in paragraph 
13’8 or 139. — Could I have the reference, please? 



5145. Yes ; Appendix 5 is at page 331 otf the Report of 
the Evidence, paragraph 24. — Yes. 

546. “ As London Transport does not have a perfect 
monopoly for the service it has to sell, there must be such 
a point and, looking ahead, the highest fares that can be 
regarded as practicable are: a minimum fare of 6d. 
with fares of 9d. for two miles, Is. for three miles, and 
so on. It is considered that the charging of fares higher 
than these would be commercially self-defeating. This 
position could be reached, in two stages, by an increase 
in fares in this year, and next, each of which would 
produce roundly £6m. a year (net). Even this is high, 
in relation to what has been achieved in most recent years, 
and it may be taken as about the upper limit.” Then 
there are some prognostications about how these increases 
would affect the amount of passenger traffic? — Yes. 

547. That was your Board’s evidence. Did you assist 
in its compilation, Mr. Lloyd ? — Not this specific one 
because at that particular time I had another job in the 
undertaking. 

54®. I see. — But I do not wish to avoid any questions 
you wish to put. 

549. Naturally my first question is : Do you agree 
with it, or disagree with it? — Well, Sir, I think I must 
say this was related to the speoific time when this was 
written. This Was written, I think, in about February, 
1965, and since then, Of course, things have changed. I 
think, that the Ministry olf Labour “ Gazette ” for example 
shows that between those two different dates— the date 
in 1965 and the date in 1966 — 'the average earnings have 
gone up by 6 per cent. This is a new situation because, 
to some extent, you have to judge the fares we charge 
against the earnings from the value of money (if you put 
it that way) of the people who buy them. To this extent 
I would suggest that this statement was a Statement made, 
and must be read as having been made at the time it was 
written. 

550. I follow that observation, so that it gives support 
to What I was suggesting to you might have happened but 
for the Minister’s intervention, and which you accepted as 
a possibility, namely, that in 1965 (the year 'in which this 
was written) there would have been then the increase that 
we are considering now and in this year, 1966, the further 
increase making the fare structure at .the 'lower level 6d„ 
9d. and 1 s. and thus reaching, by this time, wha't your own 
spokesman considered to be Che “ upper limit ” because to 
go on and charge the travdling public more would be 
“ commercially self-defeating ” ? — Yes. 

551 . That is a perfectly fair comment, is R not ? — That 
is what was said at that time in that document, yes. 



552. 'Is it your evidence now that because there have 
been wage increases that the same criteria do not apply, 
and you could, successfully and profitably, charge the 
travelling public more than the 6d., 9d. and Is, rate ? — I 
think I have got to sfliighltlly separate those considerations. 
One of the features about fares’ increases is that if a fares’ 
increase immediately follows a previous one without a 
certain period of time in between, the commercial effects 



of that increase, the effect on the passengers is of course 
much more drastic than if there is a period of time between 
the increases. We have now had a longer period of time 
than previously, and it was our view that the amount we 
are asking for at this moment was about the modt that 
could commercially be asked for, but this would not stop 
us from going ahead later, after due time, if it appeared 
appropriate. 

553. Might I put this to you, arising from your answer: 
The only reason why there has been, a longer interval be- 
tween this fares’ increase and the previous one is because 
you were stopped bringing one into force last May ? — Yes. 

554. You are not saying are you, because wage levels 
(taking a very broad picture of such things) have gone up 
by a certain percentage — 6 per cent was the figure you 
mentioned — that that enables you to raise your fares by 
the same amount precisely ? Are you saying that 7 — I did 
not say that, 'Sir. 

555. No, and you are not saying it ? — I am saying 
when fares go up, for example, iff this latest increase 
continues, then I am saying the situation in which the 
reference you gave (which was written in February, 1965) 
would in fact no longer apply. 

556. I quite follow that, and if you look at paragraph 

549 on page 138 off the Report ?— Yes, I have that. 

557. I gave you the paragraph reference instead of the 
page reference previously, this point is dealt with there, I 
think. It should be paragraph 549 — do you have that ? — 
Yes, thank you. 

558. This is merely a re-statement otf what is in your 
own Appendix ? — Yes. 

559. I would dnvite your attention to the last few 
sentences: “These fare increases would each add about 
£6m. a year to the Board’s revenue, which would be 
equivalent to an increase of about 11| per cent. But to 
obtain this yield, actual charges would have to be raised 
by an average of about 20 per cent. This, say the Board, 
is an increase far beyond any expected rise in incomes or 
prices.” — Yes. 

560. So an increase in fares can only yield you a little 
more than half of the extra burdens which you impose 'on 
the travelling public ? — That is so, for a fares’ increase of 
the type put forward at the present moment. But you 
appreciate the discounts would not necessarily apply to all 
types of fares’ increases. 

'5611. I dare say, but the all -important structure is at 
the lower level ? — I accept that, and that was the point I 
was trying to make. 

562. You make the point, but it does not go very deep, 
does it ? — No, 'but I just wish to qualify my answer. 

563. At the level at which we are interested, because it 
is the main source of your revenue, any interpretation of 
the position is acceptable by you, is it ? So that 'in fact a 
fares’ increase will only yield, in improved revenue, a little 
more than a 'half of the extra money you take out of the 
pockets of the travelling public ? — It will only yield half 
the gross amount, and if the net amount comes out of the 
passengers' pockets, not the gross amount. 

'564. 'Because the effect of these increases v/iill be to 
interfere with the amount of traffic ? — Yes. 

565. And that is what is meant by using the phrase 
“ commercially self -'defeating ” ? — No, if it were such that 
we were to lose more than we got that would be “ com- 
mercially self-defeating.” 

' 

566. It becomes “ commercially self-defeating ” when 
you get to a level at which the reduced flow of passengers 
yields less from no greater revenue than previously ? — Yes ; 

I wanted to make the point which was not when it was at 
the half-way stage. 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



LONDON FARES 



n_ 

20 April, 1966] Mr. Frederick John Lloyd [Continued 



567. No, but you are moving towards it with each 
increase ? — No, I do not think so. I think the discounts 
have varied from time to time, depending on the type of 
increase which was put on. 

568. At the lower levels of fare charges with which we 
are primarily concerned, has it not always 'been your 
experience that you get less traffic when you put the fares 
up ? — We always get less, we always lose some traffic, but 
the amount does vary, and if we in fact touched the 
minimum fare (which we have not touched on this 
occasion) it might not be such a big discount as if we had. 

569. In every case you have to provide for discount ? — 
Yes. 

570. Representing the people who walk or turn to other 
forms of transport ? — Or, who change their position of 
work — Change their jobs. 

571. Yes. No doubt you have given interested attention 
■to What 'has been said in the House of Commons about the 
position of your Board in recent months ? — Yes. 

572. We have had some reference to what the Minister 
said on the 9th December, and we know, in column 689, 
he referred to your expectation of needing financial 
assistance in 1966, notwithstanding the increase in fares ? — 
Yes. 

573. Was not the Minister given any reasonably close 
appreciation of what the deficit would be, according to 
your expectation, for 1966, before he made that statement ? 
— I am sure he was. 

574. Yes ; and he goes on to say, “ If that proves 
necessary, the Government will present to the House pro- 
posals for providing it.” This follows, does it not, from 
what he had previously said in the course of this debate 
that all sorts of ideas are being examined with a view to 
relieving (he financial position of London Transport ? — I 
believe so, but I do not know. 

575. Would you look at oolumn 683 ; this is very largely 
a reference to the Report of the Select Committee, and 
you will recollect that the Select Committee referred to 
the social benefits which a Metropolitan transport system, 
such as that in London, provided. — 1 thought, if I may say 
so, that they were referring to a social benefit technique, 
which is a particular type of statistical assessment of the 
situation. 

576. That is what is referred to by the Minister. It is 
not essential to my present point, so I will not bandy words 
with you. I will take you, if I may, to the penultimate 
paragraph which begins: “We are now studying . . .” do 
you see that ? — Yes, I have (hat. 

577. “ We are now studying the wider possibilities, to 
which the Seleot Committee referred, that the Board should 
be relieved of some part of the cost of such schemes in 
proportion to (heir social benefit . . .” that is the sort of 

meaning which I had in mind “. . . as well as to the 

more far-reaching proposal by London Transport that the 
Government should bear the costs of the fixed railways 
capital — that is to say, track and other things.” That is 
the same point, is it not, which I raised with Mr. Evershed 
yesterday, namely that one of the ways you have put 
forward as a means of easement of your financial position 
would be to relieve you of interest charges on the capital, 
the fixed capital ? — Yes ; I am not myself sure in this 
particular reference you have given, whether it is refer- 
ring to existing capital or whether it is referring to the 
cost of new Tubes. 

578. I think it applies to both probably, but there it is, 
and we have to make our own interpretation of those 
observations. Now would you look at the next column, 
■the first paragraph that begins there: “The Select Oom- 
m'ittee thought that the Board was too pessimistic about 
the prospect of raising additional revenue from fares, as is 
evidenced from paragraph 589. The Select Committee 
seemed to think that there was some conflict of view 



between the Board and the Ministry. The Board remains 
of the view that fares increases which could enable it to 
meet its statutory duty to pay its way would 'be so severe, 
and loss of traffic so heavy that the concept of London 
Transport as an essential public service would be in 
question and there would be heavy losses to the private 
car, causing increased congestion, which in turn adds to 
the difficulty of operating buses. This vicious circle would 
continue." Is (hat a correct statement of the views of your 
Board ? — Yes. 

579. Now lif you would turn to column 686, after 
some iiniterrupDion from I think .two sources, if not three, 
Che Minister continued (and we find this penultimate 
paragraph again at column 686) : “ The London Transport 
Board faced a situation where its own statutory duties 
were impossible to reconcile. Thai is What the Chairman 
of .the Board told me in March of this year — that it was 
Impossible to reconcile the two basic obligations of the 
Board. One was to pay its way while the other was to 
provide an adequate service. lit could not do the two. 
It could do one or .(he dbher, but not both — and dit could 
not do both even with a fares increase. That was the 
interesting thing.” Then there was some further enlarge- 
ment off the position. Is that a 'Statement which you 
accept as a fair statement on the current position of 
London Transport? — Yes, that is so. 

580. So that means, in present con'<Mons, we have to 
accept that Che obligations laid upon the Board by the 
the Ac't of 1962 cannot both be performed even ’if one 
might ? — Yes. 

581. Then the Minister continues, looking ahead and 
seeing how the position can be adjusted to meet that 
statement of affairs : “ Even -the 'Pares increase Which the 
Board proposed, 'it saJid, would ndt have resulted in its 
meeting its statutory duty but would have driven passengers 
away and 'Che Board further from providing an adequate 
service. It must have been night, therefore, to step In to 
allow time 'for a policy (o be developed, looking at public 
and private transport in the London area as a whole, 
and setting Ithe Board on .the way to the objectives which 
the Select Committee itself had in mind." The Minister 
'there is justifying his interference last year when he 
deterred you from bringing 'into force those increases, and 
explaining why 'ft was necessary 'to review Ithe whole 
situation ? — Yes. 



582. At the end of that 'page, the Minister told the 
House : “As the House knows, (he Government have 
been making a comprehensive study, in conjunction wu'th 
:the London Transport Board, of the circumstances in 
which the Board operates ” and '(hen there are related 
matters which I shall not read in extension. Then he goes 
on to deal with “ our analysis Of the situation ” and he 
says “ . . . we adopt the following broad objectives : 
first, to call a halt to 'the deterioration Of London’s 
transport facilities — of all kinds — and to make the positive 
improvements necessary to meet the economic and social 
needs Of a great ci'ty, and to ensure that the traffic vital 
to those needs shall have freedom to move secondly, to 
take measures to ensure the best use Of scarce road 
space 'thirdly, since we regard public transport systems 
as essential, to ensure that necessary public transport 
services are not only maintained but improved ; fourthly, 
to find means to achieve a more equitable distribution 
of the 'burden of paying for London’s transport in all its 
forms.” In that last topic, stated to be the “objective,” 
we find a pointer to some form of financial rdief for 
London Transport. That is what it means, does R not ?— 
I do not know. 

583. Do you not ? — No ; I know no more than you are 
reading to me. 

584. Yes, but do you not find there a little comfort 
in a financial sense? — A comfort, but no finance I 

585. Well, the idea has not yet been developed or 
expounded, but at any rate the promise there is to find 
some way Of relieving the burden which at the moment 
falls exclusively, under the Act of 1962, on the London 
Transport 'Board? — Yes. 
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586. One would assume, from what follows in (h'is 
Ministerial statement, that the 'promise that the Govern- 
ment will present to the House proposals for meeting 
your need for financial assistance in 1966 would be the 
first token of that more equitable distribution of the 
burden to which reference is made an the earlier column. 
That would be a fair reading of the situation, would it 
not ? — T can only repeat it has not yet happened. 

587. It would make if so much easier for all of us if 
•it had happened, would it not? — We would then know 
more about it, yes. 

588. And I should not have to invite your assistance in 
anticipating what the future may hold. 

{Mr. Fay): Would my learned friend read the next 
paragraph, please ? 

(Mr. Moloney ): Certainly: “ While it remains to be seen 
how far what we have in mind to do will help to mend 
London Transport’s finances, they will halt the decline and 
set the Board, in particular, on t'he way towards the 
situation in which, to quote the words of the Select Com- 
mittee, it can provide: \ . . an efficient, economic and 
adequate service of public transport throughout their Area, 
for which the travelling public would be willing to pay 

(Mr. Fay): I was asking for the paragraph which begins: 
“To achieve these objectives . . . “Perhaps my learned 
friend would be good enough to read that ? 

(Mr. Moloney): I am sorry. 

(Mr. Fay) : That is where the relief is “ bogged down." 

589. (Mr. Maloney): My learned friend did not identify 
the “ next paragraph ” completely, but of course I will 
go baok to that, if you wish. This is in column 688, where 
there is a reference to the “ complementary measures ” to 
discourage the use of private cars during peak times, and 
to improve public transport. Now may we come back to 
your tables, Mr. Lloyd? — 'Wl'll you look at FJ'L'l, please 
and the deductions which you 'have made here. You have 
given some evidence about that, and of course it is clear 
that what you are making a reduction for in FJL1 is 
quite separate and distinct from the discount which has 
to be attached to the proposed present fares increase ?— 
Yes. 



590. So your lower level of traffic receipts and trends 
which you put at £1 .4m. which represents a steady down- 
ward trend in receipts from passengers, that has been going 
on for some time ?— Yes, almost entirely with road services. 



591. Yes, and which is continuing now? — Yes. 

592. And which you, therefore, have to allow for in 
your budget. Of course, the point was impressed on me 
yesterday that in AE 1 and A'E 2 we are dealing with a 
notional year, a synthetic or some other adjectival year, 
but When you talk about a trend, that trend must be 
calculated as for 1966, must it not ?— Yes, these figures I 
have gliven in FJL 1 are our estimate for receipts from 
traffic that wc would receive in 1966, but of course the 
trend has been going on for some years. 

593. I follow that. So that when you head FJL 1 
with reference to the future year, it is subject to .(be 
reservation that in making an allowance for a trend that 
has been going on for some time you have got to relate 
that to an actual year, and the year in question is 1966? 
—Yes. 

594. I now pass on from that document, that is all 
I wanted to raise with you in reference to S't. You have 
given evidence pointing to two factors which account 
for the £0.5m. deduction that you have made. One as 
services which 'have been reduced, and the other is mileage 
which you have not got the staff to provide is that right ? 
—Yes. 



595. Can you divide it up between those two factors ? 
— It is probably about filfty/Bfty, Sir. The part that is 
service economy relates to services which we have actually 
taken off which are not required. They would, for 
example, be Sunday services and week-ends, and a certain 
amount early morning and late at night. The impossibility 
of providing the service we are short of staff tor relates 
to certain garages in certain parts of London where the 
demand for labour is such that we are so short of drivers 
that we are in fact having to reduce the services because 
Of the shortage of drivers. 

596. Could we know to which garages you refer ? — On 
the whole it is the garages in the north-west part of 
London. I am referring here, in the main, to the central 
area garages, of which I think there are approximately 
70, and it is mainly those in the north-west area where 
there are extreme shortages of drivers, mainly because we 
cannot get the living accommodation close to the garages 
‘for the staff. There are also country areas, one or two 
places like Windsor, probably three or four which are 
very bad and where we are desparately short of staff. 

597. And you cannot, because of that staff difficulty, 
provide 'the mileage which the public would use if it 
were provided 7 — That is so ; 'it is shortage of drivers. 

598. I pass on to FJL 2, where you compare the 
existing maximum fares with the desired ones, and, of 
course, at that low range of fares (which is the all- 
important level) you are charging the public now 4d. a 
mile. — Yes. 

599. And that is what you desire to have approved. 
That represents a substantially larger charge per mile 
than is exacted at the higher mileage figures ? — Yes. 

600. I have only just worked (his out in broad terms, 
but roughly speaking you do not get above about 2}d. 
a mile, do you, for the longer distances 7 — That is about 
right. 

601 That compares with about 2}d. under the pre- 
increase maximum fares ? — Y es. 

602. Of course, what is a mile is linked With what is 
a fare stage, is it not ?— If I may say so, it is what is a 
fare stage. 

603. My next question is going to allow for that. 
What you aim to do, and what your Order requires, is 
to have fare stages which are approximately half-a-mile 
average length. — Yes. 

604. Generally speaking, is it true to say that in 
Central London (hey are a bit under half-a-mile, whereas 
as one moves out they tend to gelt rather longer?— ‘I do 
not think so. Sir. One can find many cases where they 
are shorter or longer. This arises because one has to 
arrange fare stages historically to run from one traffic 
Objective to another, and one could easily find examples 
both ways. I do not think myself there is very much in it. 

605. That is a distinction between the Central area 
and the Outer area? — Yes. 

606. At any rate, it is true to say that you still find 
on your bus routes consecutive fare stages each, of which 
•falls short of half-a-mile?— Yes, and conversely. 

607. And if anybody under the new proposed maxi- 
mum fares travels to those fare stages and them gets off 
at the next stage, he may not be traveling a mile. — Yes. 

608. But he will be charged for two.— Yes. 

609. Whereas under (he previous structure that would 
be covered by a 1* mile fare of 6d.— We have not altered 
the fare stages. 

610. So the effect I am putting to' you- must occur in 
some cases, that you get charged at the 8d. rate as for 
two miles When in fact your journey .wordy just one mile 
or a lli't'tle less ?— That is possible 'in an- exceptional case. 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



34 



LONDON FARES 



20 April, 1966] 



Mr. Frederick John Lloyd 



[Continued 



61 1 . That does not disturb you? — This is a feature 
of arranging one's Charges in units. If you have a fare 
scale which increases With distance you are bound to 
do it in units, and wherever you fix the ceiling you will 
always find the individual who is just marginally over 
or just marginally under. This is one of the 'things which 
cannot be divorced from a system which moves in steps. 

612. That I accept without any reservation at all. Of 
course, one way to prevent that sort of thing happening 
is to have your intermediate mileage charges. — That means, 
of course, that you then charge more per unit as .the unit 
is smaller. 

613. You are not suggesting that over-all, 'if you are 
going to impose the burden and whatever the precise 
level is, it is not more equipaibie to those who 'travel to 
have intermediate stages of 1£ and 2{ miles? — If you 
make the units shorter then you charge more per unit 
to bring in the same amount. 

614. Bu't this is not a question of making the unit 
shorter, is it ; 'it 'is a question of having rates in the 
structure so that those who only travel a mile do not get 
charged for two miles but may get charged for li miles.— 
I understood you to say you wanted the units, instead of 
going in lengths Of a mile, bo move forward in units of 
half a mile. K you move forward in units Of half a miile 
you have got to charge more per unit than you do if you 
use a mile. 

615. You have not been doing that so far, have you ? 
— On th'is occasion these H and 2} mile ones accepted 
because it seemed to be one Of those compromises which 
we agreed to do, which we were invited to do, but I thin'k 
we much prefer to have it in steps of a mile. 

616. There was no suggestion that you have got to 
Charge more for a unit because the unit is half-a-mile. 
— Oh yes. 

617. You were charging 2d. for a half-a-mile.— If the 
unit is a mile then everybody who travels between one 
mile and two miles has a certain sum to pay. If that 
were in fact split into Bwo separate units you would expect 
them to pay less if they went one mile and more of they 
went two miles, so half the people .would pay less and 
half would pay more. 

618. Are you saying that under the system prior to 
these increases when you had a break at H and 2i miles 
that did not more equitably distribute amongst those who 
travelled up to three miles the burden of paying than your 
present proposal ? — I am not saying that. 

619. The contrary is obviously the case, is it not ? If 
under the half-mile rate system one regards the unit as 
half a mile, in fact there as no variation in the unit charge, 
it is constantly 4d. up to Is. The minimum fare is 4d. and 
it is 2d. for every half-a-mile thereafter up to Is. — But that 
would contain the fares as they were before January and 
would not bring us in more money. 

620. I quite appreciate Why you do not want it and 
I can understand Why you do not like it. All I am saying 
is that it has not got the demerits which you were seeking 
to point to a feiw moments ago. — One of the demerits, a 
practical demerit on the road side, of course, is that it is 
not so convenient for the bus conductor to collect his fares 
if they are changing every stage. There is considerable 
practical difficulty which he has in small units of distance. 

621. That I will not argue against, but, of course, the 
fact is you are upgrading these charges from above the 
mile point in order to pull in extra revenue ? — Yes. 

622. And not because it is administratively difficult to 
operate a half-mile break system. — We have devised a scale 
based on mile units because of the practical reasons and 
because, as you said, we want the money. 

623. Because this is what pulls In £2.7m. of the money 
that you hope to get ? — Yes. 



624. Are you saying that one could substitute now for 
the maximum fares proposed in column 3 the structure of 
6d., 9d. and Is. instead of 4d., 8d. and Is. and not attain 
the limits of commercial practicability ? — No, I am not 
saying that. Perhaps I did not understand your question ? 

625. I will repeat it. My question was this: are you 
saying that you could substitute 6d., 9d. and Is. for 4d., 8d. 
and Is., your present proposal, and not attain the limits 
of commercial practicability ? Let me put it another way. 
Are you now saying something different from what was 
said on behalf of your Board in 1964 when evidence was 
given to the Select Committee ? — 1 do not think so. As 1 
understand it, what I am saying now is we are going for 
the increases set out in table 3. 

626. I am asking you to go a little further. Is your 
evidence today different from the evidence submitted in 
Appendix 5 to the Select Committee ? — I am saying that 
the evidence given to the Select Committee, which put a 
maximum at that time on those fares, may well now be 
subject to change. 

627. That is not quite an answer to my question. I 
want to know: what is your evidence, if you are prepared 
to give any, on Che applicability of that evidence today ? — 
I do not thin'k I can help you any further than I have done. 
You are asking me to took to a fares increase which might 
take place in three or four years’ lime, and I cannot antici- 
pate the conditions then. 

628. Of course it might never take place, or it might 
take place at some future date. You remember what was 
being put forward presumably as a reasonable anticipation, 
was that a fares increase up to the limit of commercial 
practicability might take place in bwo steps, one in 1965 
and one in 1966. — Yes. 

629. That was in terms of three or four years- ahead. 
I am asking you, as a witness, if you disagree with what 
was said on behalf of the Board 'in Appendix 5 ? — T can 
only say I did not disagree at the time it was given, but I 
think a change has taken place since then. It might well be 
that in another two years the position would be changed 
again. 

630. In another two years ? Two years from now ? — 
Yes. 



63il. Then short of two years from now do you accept 
that the limit of commercial practicability rests at the 
6d„ 9ti and Is. fare structure?— II would go so far as to say 
if there as no Change whatsoever in the wage rates, yes. 
You will probably say that qualifies it, but we cannot 
forecast in the future what the wage rates are going to 
be in two or three years’ time. Th'is must qualify the 
situation. 



632. I suppose that qualification would have been 
present in the minds of those who spoke in Appendix 5 
and the Select Committee who received their evidence. 
They were well aware of that factor, were they not ? — 
They may well have been, but they may not have 
anticipated at thalt time that wi'thlin a year it would go up 
6 per cent. Last year has been a rather exceptionally large 
one. Of course, this Select Committee, in almost the same 
paragraphs, expressed very strong views to the contrary. 

633. Are you making reference to some 'particular 
passage ? — Yes, in the same paragraph 553. This was the 
subsequent reference made by the Permanent Secretary to 
the Ministry. 

634. That is the view expressed in paragraph 553 on 
page 139? — Yes. 

635. This is the Ministerial View. — This was the view 
put, I thunk, to the Select Oommii'ttee subsequent to our 
evidence. 

636. “ In his view there is still enough of a captive 
market for London Transport services in London to 
continue the policy that the passenger pays ; nor, he added, 
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would this result in ‘ outrageously h'igh fares ’ or ‘ great 
social hardship That is the point you are making, is 
it ? — Yes. ft is a contrary view. 

637. Are you saying you prefer the View of this spokes- 
man for the Minister to the view put forward by your 
own Board's spokesman? — No. I merely brought this 
forward to illustrate that the view we were putting can, 
in the course of time, be altered by other views. It is 
not something upon which one can be precise, it is only 
a view formed in the circumstances at the time. 

638. The Permanent Secretary might be interested in 
not having to provide the support for London Transport 
out of other sources. — He might. 

639. If that be his opinion it would seem, would it not, 
from what the Minister said on the 9th December, that that 
opinion has been overridden. — It is a question of degree 
T think. 

640. Very well : we can argue about that later. I 
pass now to FJL3. where you deal with the north-west 
line consideration. In this case it is a matter of very small 
financial moment to you and you are seeking merely to 
put up your fares to follow suit with the British Railways 
Board with reference to those fares exceding 10 miles, 
rs that right. — Yes. 

64tl . I drink I have got 'it right, have I not? — T am 
sorry, I had two comments from different people. 

642. So did I, and they did not assist me in the least. 
If I compare columns 3 an'd 5 I find there is no increase 
in Pares, as now applied for, until one gets to the distance 
Of 11 miles. — That is right. 

643. What T may have overlooked in jumping to the 
conclusion before I prepared the ground was that, of 
course, under your Notice there is an increase which is 
set out in column 3. — Yes. 

644. But the additional increase is to bring yourselves 
in line with British Railways over the longer-distance runs ? 
— Yes. 

645. And it is at 14 miles onwards that that comes into 
play. — Yes. 

646. We are dealing here with the line from Queen’s 
Park Station to Watford Junction and from Harrow-on- 
the-H'ill .to Amersham, with two branch lines going off 
to Watford and Chesham ? — Y es. 

647. How many stations provide between them the 
run oif journey that is caught .by your proposals in column 
5 ? If one is going to Queen’s Park, how far does one 
have to go along these lines before one incurs the column 
5 increase ? — You mean to which station ? 

648. Yes.— I have not got the mileages at my finger 
tips. 

'649. Can you tell me what the distance is from Queen’s 
Park to Watiford Junction ? If 'it is not as much as 10 
miles fit will save a lot of trouble.— It will just take a 
moment to find that. 

[Mr. Fay): You will remember, Sir, that this may be 
rather an academic exercise for this purpose because this is, 
in fact, covered 'by British Railways’ Order as well as 
London Transport’s Order. This is a matter which was 
ventilated last time and it is, in fact, covered by both at 
the moment. My view is now — and I am not sure that it 
has always been — that it can be dropped ; but the sub- 
stantive part of this table and this part of the Application 
is the Aylesbury Line, now the Amersham Line. 

650. (Mr. Molony ): Somebody has made a calculation 
that you will be yielded a profit, or additional revenue of 
£7,000 by this proposal, so somebody must have worked 



out over what length of line this large sum is going to 
accrue. — Yes. It arises, of course, for any journey made 
from any of these stations if the journey made is longer 
than that distance. 



651. I know, but I am no wiser when you say that. 
What is the distance ? — But it might not necessarily be 
inside that area. If you are on this line from Queen’s Park 
to Watford it might well be that you would travel into 
London, a journey of over ten miles, it being partly from 
Queen’s Park south and partly from Queen’s Park north. 

652. But this particular Application only extends to 
that part of the journey which runs up to Queen’s Park, 
surely ? — It can affect the charge for a through journey. 

653. Can it?— Yes. 

654. A through journey into London ? — Oh, yes. 

655. If you happen to buy your ticket at Willesden 
Junction are you saying you would be charged at the rate 
of 3£d. for every mile you travel in whatever direction you 
are going ? — No, you would be charged the sum of the 
two locals ; in other words, the sum up to Queen’s Park on 
one system and then from Queen’s Park south on the other, 
or 3|d. throughout if that were lower. 

656. If the journey was into London the charge from 
Queen’s Park onwards would be bound to be lower, would 
it not? — Yes, but the formula might apply differently if 
you travelled from somewhere near Watford to just passed 
Willesden Junction or just passed Queen’s Park. 

657. Let us get this clear. Is not your Application 
limited to the enforcement of the new maximum over such 
part of the two lines in question as lies between the two 
termini mentioned ? — Yes. 

658. Then it cannot put up the maximum chargeable 
for any run which is beyond either of those two places. — 
Yes, if it starts within the area. 

659. If it starts within the area and goes outwards it 
will then be wholly within the British Railways’ system, and 
they are charging 3£d. a mile already so no point arises 
there. — If it goes inwards it could equally apply. 

660. Then you are saying that if one buys a ticket at, 
say, Willesden Junction (because that seems to be the main 
station next beyond Queen’s Park) and travels inwards, for 
example, to Baker Street, you would pay at 3£d. a mile for 
the whole of that journey ? — No, sir. The formula used is 
that the maximum would be 3 id. from Willesden Junction 
to Queen’s Park and the London Transport rate after 
Queen’s Park. 

661. That is what I would hope for’ but when I put 
that to you you did not seem to accept it, in fact you twice 
rejected it. But it is quite clear now, that this enhanced 
rate only applies to that part of the journey which lies 
between the two termini on those two mentioned lines ? — 
Put in that precise way, that is so. 

662. It is the same form as I put it last time, I think — 
I wanted to make it clear, and I would still like to make it 
clear, that if you make a journey which starts inside and 
goes outside that area, the charge for that journey will be 
enhanced. 

663. But only to the extent it runs within that area over 
the line which you say is subject to joint working ? — I did 
not say that. 

664. What did you say ? — I have not said that. 

665. You have not said it yet, but is not this the whole 
justification for this Application 7—' The two lines are 
slightly different. The line from Queen’s Park to Watford 
is a piece iof British Railways’ line, owned and managed by 
•them. 
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666. So you have got to pay, in one way or another, 
for the privilege of running trains ? — No sir. 

667. You have not ? — No, we are paid for it. 

668. That is a very happy position. — But we do not get 
the receipts either. This side is really, I think, British 
Railways. 

669. Who provides the trains ? — Either of us. 

669a. That perplexes me 

(Mr. Fay) : I dislike my learned friend being perplexed. 
May I say — 1 hope not at the risk of perplexing him 
further — that as 1 understand the position, the line from 
Queen’s Park to Watford is owned by British Railways, 
operated by British Railways and anyone travelling on that 
line and buying a ticket from one station to another buys 
a British Railways’ ticket and the money goes to British 
Railways. The trains provided are of two kinds. The first 
train that comes in may be a British Railways’ green train 
or it may be a red train of the Underground going, on the 
Bakerloo, to the Elephant and Castle. Those Bakerloo 
trains, which for the convenience of the stations they run 
through are, as it were, in road transport parlance “ on 
hire ” to British Railways are to all infen'K and purposes 
British Railways’ trains but they happen to be owned by 
London Transport and London Transport let them out to 
British Railways and make a charge to British Railways 
for the use of the trains. That iis what is understand bo be 
the position. 

{ President ) : Are they not peopled by London Transport 
staff ? 

(Mr. Fay): It is London Transport staff and they are 
owned by London Transport. The driver and guard will be 
London Transport. 

(President) : You cannot say the trains are let out, then. 
The train is being used to run a service from somewhere 
else, is it not ? 

(Mr. Fay): I tlhin'k that is the reason why it comes in 
■both Orders. It is felt this element of jointness raises suffi- 
cient confusion to require it to be covered by both Orders, 
'but since it is a British Railways’ line and the contract with 
the passenger, as a matter of law, is a British Railways’ 
contract, I would be prepared to support the view that it 
'be covered only by the British Railways’ Order. London 
Transport does not get the fares, what they get is the hire 
of the train and, if you say so, the staff. 

670. (The Witness): Including the staff. The staff are 
hired as well. 

(President): Are they in fact hired? London Transport 
provides the facilities and gets paid for providing the 
service. 

(Mr. Fay): That is one way of putting the matter, yes, 
indeed ; but as a matter of contract with a passenger — and 
'the maximum fares order is one governing the contract 
with the passenger — 'the passenger is making the contract 
with British Railways and not with London Transport. 

(Mr. Maclaren) : Supposing he buys a ticket in London ? 

(Mr. Fay): If he buys his ticket at Piccadilly Circus he 
is buying a ticket on London Transport’s train to Queen’s 
Park and London Transport are selling him part of that 
ticket as agent for British Railways from Queen’s Park. 

(President): Oh no. 

(Mr. Fay): That is what I understand to be the position. 
Of course the Amersham line is quite different, and that is 
really what my learned friend is on. 

(Mr. Molony): My perplexity is justified and not, 
perhaps, wholly resolved yet. If my learned friend will say 
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he is not making any Application with regard to the 
Watford Junction/Qucen’s Park Line, of course that will 
help enormously, but he will not. 

(Mr. Fay): May I give my learned friend the mileages ? 
Harrow to Amersham is 15 miles, and Queen’s Park to 
Watford is 14 miles. 



671. (Mr. Molony): Amersham to Harrow-on-the-Hill 
is plain and simple. Would you tell me what the problem 
is there. Who owns it, first of all ? — It is our railway but 
there is, historically, of course, a length of the mainline 
which not only goes down to Baker Street but goes to 
Marylelbone, and to this extent we claim that this railway 
is, in fact, not Che same type as the rest of our railways ; 
it is, in fact, similar to the mainline and branch lines from 
Amersham down to Marylebone. 

672. Do British Railways provide a railway service on 
it? — Yes. 



673. What stations do they serve between Marylebone 
and Amersham which are also your stations ? — There are 
certain stations on this line where there is inter-connection, 
and there are certain stations where there is not inter- 
connection. From Amersham down to Rickmansworth and 
Moor Park there is inter-change. Then there is a gap down 
to Harrow-on-the-Hill. 



674. Ts not the position this, that at several of these 
stations if British Railways used to serve them they have 
now ceased to serve them, so that people who travel from 
those stations of necessity travel by London Transport ? — 
No. It is still quite possible, for example at Pinner, to take 
a train down to Harrow-on-the-Hill, change at Harrow-on - 
the-Hlill and go down to Marylebone. 



675. Only travelling by one of your trains ? — They 
travel by our train from Pinner to Harrow, and then from 
Harrow to Marylebone they would travel by British Rail- 
ways’ train ; or going in the opposite direction from Pininer, 
i'f they wanted to go to Aylesbury they would change at 
Moor Park. 



676. Yes, but I am focussing my attention on 
Amersham/Harrow-on-the-Hill, because that is the run of 
line over which it is sought to put up the fares, and that is 
what is immediately relevant. Can you travel by British 
Railways train from Harrow-on-the-Hill to North Harrow? 
— No, you would travel on a London Transport train. 

677. Can you travel to Pinner by British Rail ? — 
From where? 



678. From Harrow-on -tlxe-Hill. — No. 



679. Can you travel to any of these stations ? — Yes. : 
to Marylebone. 

680. I am interested in going somewhere falling short 
Of Marylebone. Can you travel by British Rail to any 
station from Harrow-on-‘the-Hiill to Amersham ? — Yes. 

68il. Which ? — Moor Park, Chorley Wood. 



682. You are quite certain about that? — On some 
occasions. 



683. What does that mean ? — If the train stops there. 

684. What sort of service is provided by British Rail 
between Harrow-on-the-Hi'll and Moor Park ? What about 
Rickmansworth and Chorley Wood ? — Chorley Wood, yes. 

685 That is covered by British Rail ? — Yes. 

686. What about ChaMont and Latimer ? — Yes. 



687. What about Rickmansworth ? — Yes. 
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688. From Moor Park onwards you have both services 
providing facilities for the passengers? — Yes. Not on every 
train of course ; but it is physically possible. 

689. Does it mean that just one train per day stops ? — 
Oh, no. 

690. We should have to look at a timetable. Moor 
Park is the first station British Railways cover at all on 
the way to Amcrsham from Harrow-on-the-Hill ? — Yes. 

691. And they cover the following ones, up to 
Amersham ? — Yes. 

692. But they do not all run to Chesham or Watford ? 
—No. 

693. And is not the position that the part of the line 
not covered by any British Rail service was covered until 
1962 ; in other words there were trains stopping then at 
Pinner, Northwood Hills, Northwood and so on, but they 
have ceased now ?- -Some of them, yes. 

694. All of them, I suggest. — Those that were operating 
have stopped. 

695. Those that were not could not very well have 
stopped, could they ; but those that were operating have 
ceased to operate as from 1962 ? — Yes. 

696. So that passengers up to Moor Park have no 
choice of service but rely upon London Transport as their 
rail link with the metropolis ? — No. 

697. Then how do they travel? — They change at 
Harrow-on-ttie-HiM and go into Marylebone. A very large 
number do that because i't is a faster route. 

698. Maylbe, but you are seeking to put up your fares 
on the run from Amersham to Harrow-on-the-Hill ? — Yes. 

699. I do not care where the people go after they have 
got to Harrow ; it does not matter ; and surely we agreed 
half an hour ago that wherever they went to they would 
not be charged at a higher rate per mile just because they 
had started on the Amersham and Harrow-on-the-Hill 
tine ? — I do not think 1 agreed that. 

700. Do you not agree it now, if you did not then ? — 
No ; l think these lines are not separable from the main 
line, and whether or not the train stops at a particular 
station the facility is available by changing at these inter- 
mediate stations, and Chat is the situation on this line. You 
have to have a fare structure for the whole line, and in 
our view it is similar to a main line, and that is why we 
have moved over to this basis, or have continued on this 
basis. 

701. You are seeking to put up your fare charges on 
this stretch of line to match the charges of British Rail all 
over the country ? — Yes. 

702. And people who live in Northwood, Northwood 
Hills, Pinner or North Harrow have no choice of transport 
but have Co get on a London Transport train to get any- 
where ; is not that right?— No, this is where we disagree, 
because the people at those stations have a choice ; they 
can, when they get to Harrow-on-Che-Hill, change and use 

703. If you go on to some terminus, of course, you 
have an infinite choice; but when these people go to 
to their local station, the only train they can take is a 
London Transport train ? — Yes. 

704. And you say that although they have no 
advantage such as might be derived from choice of 
transport, nor can they then and there travel on British 
Rail if they prefer to do so, nevertheless their charges 
should be upgraded ?— Yes. The argument goes equally 
in the other direction: they can change at Moor Park, 



going north, on to a British Railways train. This is a 
fast facility which is quite different from the normal tube, 
and the lines run side by side; from Baker Street to 
Amersham and Aylesbury it is really one line, although 
in places there are six lines laid side by side. 

705. You had quite separate lines on this stretch ? — 
In parts of it there are three separate double tracks. 

706. And each of the operating boards owns its 
own ? — South of Harrow. 

707. What is the position; who owns the line? — We 
are the owners of Che whole line from Harrow to 
Amersham, but the bit from Harrow to Marylebone, 
which is side by side with Baker Street, is owned by 
British Railways. 

708. I disclaim any interest in the bit of line at this 
present juncture. So the position us you own the line from 
Harrow-on-the-Hill to AmerSham ? — Quite right. 

709 At these places where the British Rail service 
seems to be withdrawn, were the Stations joint stations ? — 
That is a technical question on which I have to be clear. 

710. I mean was there a single station ? — Yes. 

7fl. Passengers seeking to travel by whichever board 
they chose could 'go to the same station ; now they still 
go to the same station but can go only by London Trans- 
port, from stations nearer to Harrow-on-the-Hill ? — That 
is so. 

712. And you want to charge them as if they were 
travelling by British Raul ? — Yes. 

713. Now I pass to FJL5. Looking at columns 3 and 
4, you have had to allow for a substantial discount due to 
loss of passengers when you increase your fares ? — Y es. 

714. The lowest figure in terms of percentage that has 
been worked out for me is a reduction of 31 per cent, 
which is the discount derivable from columns 3 and 4 ? — 
Yes. 



715. If one goes to the season tickets in line 2 immedi- 
ately below that, the discount is 49 per cent ? — Yes. 

716. And if one returns to line 1 and looks at column 
7, there the discount is 47 per cent, and the final discount 
in column 13 represents an aggregate discount of 41 per 
cent ? — Yes. 

717. Those percentages, or the figures from which they 
are derived, show that in your view, based on past 
experience, an increase in fares such as this is going to be 
a powerful deterrent to the travelling public ? — Yes. I 
have not misled you, have I ? Those percentages are the 
amount oif money ; they are not the percentages of 
passengers we lose. 

718. Columns 3 and 4 represent the additional yield — 
in column 3 the yield you would get if everybody went 
on travelling and paying the increased fare, and in column 
4 the yield you would get making allowance for the loss of 
passengers ? — That is right. 

719. In terms of percentage you have expressed this in 
FJL 6 in terms of percentage loss of passengers, and at the 
lowest fare your 7\ per cent discount in column 4 represents 
one passenger in 13 dropping out ? — At that fare, yes. 

720. And it is at that fare that you collect most of 
your money, or a higher proportion Chau at any other fare ; 
is that right ? — No, I think the minimum, fa re is more 
important to us. 

721. This is the 6d. which becomes 8d. of course? 
—Yes. 
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722. And at the same time it is the short journey which 
people, if they want to save money, can do without by 
walking ? — Yes, and that applies more on the buses than 
on the railways. 

723. I agree. FJL 7, amplified by the figures you gave 
us this morning, shows, as I have already suggested, that 
the downward trend in traffic is continuing, and the point 
was taken “ well, it doesn’t amount to very much,” but on 
the amplified figures you have given us it is creeping up, is 
it not: now it is up to a cumulative figure of 0.9 per cent 
of your budget ? — That is so . I flhlin'k the unexpected 
feature which we did not allow for was the overtime ban 
Which, had a bad effect on our traffic for six weeks. But I 
think "it is also true so far this year that the weather, 
particularly at weekends, has been well below what we 
might normally expect. 

724. Plainly the depreciation in traffic has continued 
after the overtime ban ceased to operate ? — No, because in 
March we had a set of pluses, and it is only when we come 
to April with the terrible weather, that we have come down 
again. 

725. I understand: none of us expects winter weather 
in winter ! — Unfortunately, in March and April we are 
very vulnerable by the weather at weekends. It so happens 
that the weekends have been particularly bad. 

726. That has been happening for as long as I have 
known the weather ; has it not happened to you ? — I 
perhaps notice it more at week-ends. But we have not had 
anything like as mudh rain as we have had this winter. 

7*27. You are driven to blaming the weather ? — I was 
not blaming it but was explaining these figures, that the 



weather was the main cause, apart from the overtime ban, 
and as far as the estimates we have put in of reduction due 
to fares increase are concerned, we know of no reason why 
they were not sound, and we think that otherwise the 
estimates are not at all bad. 

728. But the plain truth is you are getting fewer passen- 
gers than you hoped to get and fewer than were provided 
for in your budget ? — So far, yes. 

729. And the trend continues up to this day. It is 
possible of course that you have under-estimated the 
repugnance of the London travelling public to pay extra 
money ? — 1 do not think so. You would have had a ease 
there had the figures in March been well below, but they 
came up when the weather was reasonable, and they have 
gone down again only 'because of the terrible weather, and 
I am confident that i'f the weather is reasonable in the 
summer we shall not come out so far off the budget. 

730. Is it usual for you to be so far out of your budget 
calculations, or, alternatively, to show a steady, cumulative 
deviation over a period of 12 or 13 weeks? — Yes two or 
■three years ago we had a disastrous cold spell of about six 
weeks and had a very bad time. 

731. Did you ever make it good?- Yes we can have a 
good run in the summer and it comes up quite well. 

732. You are not suggesting that people who are 
deterred from travelling in the winter make it up in the 
summer ? — No, but what we say is if, for example, in this 
coming week the weather suddenly brightens up, there is 
no doubt that a lot of ladies who have been held a't home 
and not gone shopping will go out shopping. This is quite 
marked. 



Cross-examined by Mr. Mercer: 



733. I shall endeavour not to cover any ground which 
has already been covered by my friend, but I do want to 
ask you one or two further questions, first of all about 
the Harrow/Amersham line. 

I am instructed by those resident there, in particular by 
Sir Christopher Cowan, that prior to 1939 Northwood in 
'particular was served by London Transport from Baker 
Street and the L.N.EJR. from Maryiidbone ; would that be 
right, to your knowledge ? — Yes, I am told so. 

734. And some Of the trains were finst-SLop-Northwood, 
but during the war this was changed to first-stop-Moor- 
Park ? — It may well be. 

735. Then the line was reconstructed so that there were 
electric 'lines going through Northwood Station and a rail 
'line separated from the station for diesel train's ? — Y es, we 
spent a great deal of money for electrifying it. 

736. Then, he says, the result was that Northwood had 
eledtnic trains from Baker Street bu't no diesels, and in the 
result there are no non-stop trains to and from Northwood, 
and passengers wishing to go to Marylebone have to do 
wha't you said and change at Harrow to what he says are 
the infrequent diesel trains, and vice versa from Maryle- 
bone ; he says that to some extent Moor Park and the 
stations north of it are quite different in character from 
the stations up to that point in the sense that they do have 
ifast trains to and from Baker Street and Marylebone ? — 
You are talking about the British Rail trains ? 

737. Yes, the fast trains. — There are some London 
Transport ones which pass certain stations ; they are not 
all stopping trains. 

738. He says North Harrow, Pinner, Northwood Hills 
and Northwood have suffered by the change ; would you 
agree with that ? — 'You are comparing 'it with 1939 ? 

739. I am now up to the present— 'But you are asking 
me, is the service provided at Northwood inferior to what 
ft was in 1939. 



740. No, I am suggesting the line between Harrow-on- 
the-Hill and Moor Park has different characteristics from 
the line after Moor Park and between Moor Park and 
Amersham due to this historical process. — It is today 
different, yes. 

741. I do not know whether you listened to my learned 
'Mend’s opening, when he said that these lines h’ad the 
Characteristics of British Railways; I do not know what 
he means by characteristics, but what you are saying now 
is (if we can put a meaning on the word “characteristics”) 
that these characteristics are different as far as Moor Park 
and beyond Moor Park. — The stations are different. 

742. The service they give is different, is it not ? — Yes. 

743. If there were any increases in fares proposed 
on the score of the services of British Railways, they 
would have to be from Moor Park north, and not north 
from Harrow ; reconsidering this matter in the light of 
the services which are provided, can you not agree that 
is right? — No, because I cannot overlook this part of the 
line from Harrow-on-The-Hli'll to Marylebone, because all 
the people you represent at Pinner have the option, without 
any change of .fare, of going into Marylebone instead of 
Baker Street, and a great many of them use this facility, 
which is a faster facility. 

744. To go to Marylebone from Pinner? — From 
Harrow-on-the-Hill. 

745. I am talking about Pinner, from North Harrow, 
Pinner, Northwood Hills and Northwood. They had the 
facility of changing at Harrow-on-the-Hill on to the Mary- 
lebone line an'd the privilege of seeing the trains whizzing 
past them from their stations, which helps to give the 
character of being on a line where Brrtiish Railways run 
through ; in other words they can see the trains go past, 
and that is why they ought to pay higher fares ; is that 
right? — They do not pay the extra fares because they 
see the trains go past. 

746. No, they pay them for changing on tq^the 
infrequent diesels at Harrow-on-the-Hill ; is not this all 
rather nonsensical? — A large number of people do it. 
{Laughter) 
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(Mr. Fay): I do no't know whether my learned friend 
appreciates there as no money in this. If you get on a 
train at Northwood and go to London, you travel less 
than l'l miles on Che British Railways scale; you can 
travel at the same fare whether it is London Transport 
or British Railways If you go outwards from Northwood 
you cannot travel l'l miles Without going beyond the 
limits of London Transport’s railway at Amersham and 
getting on to British Railways, because Amersham is 9.9 
miles from Northwood. This is an academic discussion. 

747. (Mr. Mercer): I am glad my learned friend has 
come to assist tin pressing that this part of the application 
be refused because apart from being academic there is 
nothing in it from the point of view of money ! 

(To the witness): Can we leave Northwood to its fate 
and return to FJL1. where you give us a summary with 
regard Co passenger receipts ? — Yes. 

748. Dealing with your last figures first, can you tell 

us how the £9?m. is made up ('that is the estimated receipts 
for a future year) ; does it include passenger receipts as 
well as clearance ? — If you would care to look at 
FJL 5 

749. 'I have done that, yes. tin column 11, line 

5, the £97,020m. indudes 2.97 of Clearance and it includes 
the miscellaneous Charges, the ordinary tickets, the season 
tickets — 'the lot — and if you look across 'the table you will 
see how it comes from a different form. 

750. The 97m. inoludes the 2.97 dearance and the 
miscellaneous charges ? — Yes. 

7'Sl. And by comparison with 1965, it is found by 
starting off with 'this figure of 98.7 ?— I am sorry ; I did 
not catch that 



demand for our services — in other words fewer passengers 
are travelling— 'this means that we are getting in less 
receipts, and because of this, and because our expenses are 
not going down, we had to do something to increase our 
receipts. 

761 . You used the word “ if ” there — “ if our expenses 
are not going down.” But you have just pointed out that 
AE 2, line 5, shows how you do take steps to see that your 
expenses go down apart from questions of increases in 
wages and so on; in other words if you see a trend, do 
you not anticipate it as far as your services are concerned ? 
— The answer to that is the 0.5 deductions we made are 
trends in respect of which we have taken the buses out and 
made the savings ; we do not anticipate this in advance but 
do all we can to continue the services while the passengers 
are there. The 1.4 is the trend we expect in respect of 
which we shall not be able to take out services' to make 
savings — not in this year. 

762. In other words you budget for a lower level of 
demand ; you see in advance a diminishing trend (I am 
dealing purely with trend)? — Yes. 

763. But you make no alterations in your set-up — in 
your organisation — to restrict your activities sufficiently to 
reduce your costs to meet the future demand ? — Not 
anticipating in advance, but we have taken the buses out 
as and when it has happened, and that is where the 1.5m. 
in AE 2 comes in. 

764. You see the criticism which can arise with regard 
to this part of this item: that you are asking for fares 
increases because of a failure to adapt your undertaking 
to the needs of the moment as they fluctuate from year to 
year ? — I take your point, but it has been our policy to 
reduce the services after the demand has ceased and not 
the other way round. This is stated in our annual reports 
on many occasions. 



752. We start with 98.7m., which was the estimated 
actual receipts for 1965 ? — Yes. 

753. Then we have the additional dearance, which 
brings it up to 98.9 ? — Yes. 

754. From that we deduct the reduced rates of road 
service mileage and lower level of traffic receipts and 
trend ? — Yes. 

755. That brings us to our 97, which as you rightly 
say, includes this figure Of clearance? — Yes. 

756. The reductions in road service mileage are 0.5 ? — 
Yes. 

757. In AE2 we have a figure (item 5) of savings 
arising from mileage changes, 1.5 ; I do not know whether 
you were here when we were told that the 1.5 included 
£0.9m. savings in respect of drivers’ and conductors’ wages, 
£0.2m. savings in respect Of fuel and tyres and £0.%n. 
other savings, mainly maintenance — 'Yes. 

758. Gan you then tell us 'the relationship between 
these two figures ? — Yes. The figure I am quoting to you 
of £0.5'm is what we think we shall lose on receipts ; the 
£1.5, which is in AE2, is the estimate of the savings in 
the expenses of running the services. The savings we make 
result from our endeavouring to take off and save buses 
which in effect are not carrying any people. I think you 
have put your finger on" the way we try to become 
efficient ; we try to take off the buses which are costing 
us quite a lot to run but from which we get no receipts. 

759. ‘But when we come to the second item of deduc- 
tions in your table FJL 1, we see you talk about lower 
level of traffic receipts and trend ? — Yes. 

760. Taking the last first, a figure of trend should not 
affect your position as far as fares increases are concerned, 
should it ; a lower level of demand should not require you 
to ’^$k for more fares, should it ? — If there is a lower 



765. Now we come to the first part of the .second item: 
lower level of traffic receipts. That is much the same thing 
— it is a brother in arms ? — This is the trend — this is the 
passengers we expect not to carry this year, although they 
did come with us last year. 

766. If AE 2, line 5, shows a saving of 1 .5, FJL 1 would 
be spending it in his 1 .4 ; that is our concern when we are 
dealing with the question of increased fares. — Yes. 

767. One other point on your exhibits : we have your 
budget for this year — FJL 7. Do you recollect (I think 
it was in 1963, or perhaps 1964) that there had to be a 
violent change in the budget during the course of the 
year (about half-way through, I think) ? — Yes, I can 
remember an occasion. 

768. We have not seen a budget for 1965, but perhaps 
you can tell us in broad terms wha't happened to that 
budget during last year ? — That is really a financial matter. 

769. This is your exhibit. — But you are not asking me 
on my exhibit. 

770. No, I am asking you on a similar exhibit in 1965 
— I am not asking for an exhibit but merely if you can 
tell us anything about it. — I think you are asking me how 
our traffic receipts in 1965 compared with the budget we 
had for 1965. 

771. Yes. You would have dealt with it in your 
budget for the year week by week, would you not? — 
(After a pause) : I think I would wish to discuss and look 
at some figures with my colleague before I tried to answer 
that off the cuff. 

(Mr. Mercer): There were some figures given us this 
morning which I have not had time to look at thoroughly, 
but which did show some drop in receipts with which the 
budget might have helped us. 

(President): We have now arrived at an hour when it 
would be convenient to adjourn. 



(Adjourned until Frida^TQfyd, pr<7, 1965, at 10.30 hows) 
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{Mr. Rosen): Mr. President, I have a personal applica- 
tion to make that I may intervene at this stage of your 
Inquiry. I understand my name was called in this cham- 
ber on Wednesday afternoon and I did not answer it, and 
I understand from your Secretary a telephone call was 
made to my Chambers. To cut matters short, I did not 
receive that message to be here then and I am quite content 
to put that forward as my error. 

My application this morning is a very brief one, Sir, and 
it is this: Under the Transport Act, 1962, section 46, sub- 
section (8) there appears to be no reason why in what I 
term my “pleadings” I should not, as an individual, act 
as a body representing a section of passengers, namely 
myself, and I formally request to be allowed to act as an 
Objector as opposed to a person making a representation. 

Before asking you, Mr. President, to exercise your dis- 
cretion in this matter I would like, as London Transport 
have made a formal objection to my being heard as an 
Objector, to put than to reply to my point, namely that 
I am a body representative of a section of passengers, 
namely myself being that section. May I go on, very 
briefly to say the reason I do this is not to attempt to 
take advantage of the right to examine or cross-examine 
witnesses from London Transport, I can see no particular 
merit in myself being allowed to do so. What I am 
anxious to do is to draw the Tribunal’s attention to my 
pleadings, knowing that not only yourself but a very 
distinguished accountant sits alongside you, because the 
kingpin of the argument which I have presented here 
is that London Transport, either through carelessness or 
otherwise, allow what I estimate to be between 10 and 25 
per cent of the amount of money which they claim the 
increase of January 16 last will bring them in revenue to 
slip through their fingers 

{President): Mr. Rosen, at the moment I thought we 
were considering whether you were a representative body. 
I understand you to say you do not wish to cross-examine 



the witnesses called on behalf of the Board, all you wish 
to do is address us. You seem to be in the same plight 
as Mr. Egelnick who we decided was not a representative 
body, but we said we were prepared to let him address us 
during the proceedings. I should have thought it would 
satisfy you if you were dealt with in the same way as 
Mr. Egelnick. 



{Mr. Rosen): There are two points, if I may answer 
very briefly. 

{President) : Would that not satisfy you ? 

{Mr. Rosen) : No, Mt. President. Firstly I wish to reserve 
my right in the matter of cross-examination, although as 
I already pointed out that it is not my purpose in 
attempting to be an Objector. What I want to do is read 
my pleadings, as I refer to them, now and not at the end 
because I would like both yourself and the distinguished 
accountant who sits alongside you to have the benefit of 
being able to question the Officers from the Board. I 
understand the Financial Officer has already given his 
evidence and it is now the Commercial Officer who is 
engaged in giving evidence, and I do not want to have 
this matter put to the end because I feel then I may then 
be somewhat at a disadvantage in not enabling yourselves, 
the Tribunal, to put the questions which are raised in my 
pleadings to these witnesses. 

( President ) : Are you contending th'at you are represent- 
ing a body? 

{Mr. Rosen) : Yes, I am. 

{President) : If you wish to address us upon that you 
may do so. I am sorry you were not here on Wednesday 
because I was prepared to hear your argument at the same 
time as Mr. Egelnick’s, but you were not here so we had 
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to deal with Mr. Egelnick alone. At the moment I cannot 
see the distinction between you and Mr. Egelnick, but if 
you have some argument you wish to put before us to 
show that we were wrong in what we did, then we are 
prepared to hear it. 

(Mr. Rosen): I have already apologised for my non- 
attendance on that day, and I pointed out it was an error. 

( President ): Do you wish to address us on the question 
of whether you are a representative body ? 

(Mr. Rosen ) : I do, Mr. President. 

< President ): We will hear you on that and nothing else. 

(Mr. Rosen): I will confine myself to that now. I said 
in my pleadings on page 3 

(Mr. Crawford ): It is Objection No. 6, Sir. 

(Mr. Rosen): — after the signature, or alongside the 
signature on the photostat copy, “and therefore take 
notice ” and there fallows my name “ is a body representa- 
tive of a section of passengers, namely himself, travelling 
on the following journeys.” That is my pleading. Sir, 
and my submission, without going into the argument for 
it, is that I have replied sufficiently to the objection that 
was raised by London Transport to put upon them the 
onus now of giving a reply as to why I am not a body 
representative of a section of passengers, namely myself. 
That is my argument in a nutshell, Sir. I have deliberately 
avoided coming along with textbooks and law to support 
it, knowing, as I do, that if London Transport are obliged 
to reply to this argument it will then be entirely in your 
discretion whether you allow it or not. But I ask that 
before you exercise your discretion, Mr. President, you 



call upon London Transport to reply to this argument that 
I am in fact a body representative of a section of passen- 
gers, namely myself being that section of passengers. 

( President ): I cannot “call upon” London Transport, 
but they have heard what you have had to say. 

(Mr. Crawford): I dealt with this aspect of what is a 
representative body in my argument in relation to Mr. 
Egclnick's personal application to be regarded as a repre- 
sentative body and 1 do not think 1 need reiterate what I 
said on Wednesday. Mr. Rosen referred to the absence 
of authority. I know of no authority which, determines 
what is a representative body or not save what this Tri- 
bunal has decided in the past, and I do not think it has 
ever occurred to the Tribunal to recognise as a representa- 
tive body a single person representing only himself, be- 
cause he then appears in person and not representative of 
anybody, any other body of persons. I rest there, 
adopting the argument which 1 adduced on Wednesday 
in respect of Mr. Egdl nick’s personal application in relation 
to Mr. Rosen’s personal application. 

( President ): Do you wish to reply, Mr. Rosen? 

(Mr. Rosen): Very briefly, Sir. One omission in Mr. 
Crawford’s argument is this: he has not mentioned the 
statutory phrase “ representative of passengers or a section 
of passengers,” and it is upon that sub-clause in the section 
that I rest my case. With respect, I must be regarded as 
a section of a body of passengers, and if I am a section 
of a body of passengers then my respectful submission is 
I am entitled to be regarded as a representative of that 
section of passengers. If that phrase was not in the statute 
my case would fall to the ground immediately, I would not 
have the temerity to argue it before you ; but it is the 
inclusion of that phrase that gives me the confidence to do 
so. I hope I have satisfied you, Mr. President. 



(The Tribunal conferred) 



( President ) : No, Mr. Rosen, I am afraid we»are against 
you. You are not a representative of a representative 
body, but in due course we shall be prepared to hear any 
observations you may have to make to us. 

(Mr. Rosen): I am obliged, Sir. 

(Mr. Crawford): Before Mr. Mercer resumes his cross- 
examination of Mr. Lloyd, we have had prepared, in the 
light of what Mr. Mercer was asking on Wednesday, a 
document to show the peak hour travel on the Baker 
Street, Watford, Amersham line and also comparing that 
with the Maryldbone British Railways’ line, to show the 
distances and the trains during the peak hour. It might 
be helpful, both to my learned friend and to the Tribunal, 
if that document were put in and called Exhibit FJL9. At 
the same time it might also be helpful if the Underground 
timetable which covers t'h'at particular route should be 
available. I think I see that you already have it, Sir, and 
it is Table 19 which covers the particular route about 
which my learned friend Mr. Mercer was asking. 

It is simply a table showing the number of trains per 
hour, the Stations at which stops are made and the mileages 
taken from Harrow in each direction. There was some 
confusion on Wednesday about what the exact mileages 
were, which we show there, and it may be of assistance for 
everybody to understand how the trains run in the peak 
hour and the mileages which they cover, first of all from 
Aylesbury going into Baker Street, which is entirely British 
Railways’, on to Amersham ; then the Amersham to 
Harrow section of the line, and finally the Harrow to Baker 

Mr. Frederick J< 
Cross-examination cor 



Street. Also there is shown, by comparison, the Maryle- 
bone railway track and the periods of the trains, the num- 
ber of lines representing the number of trains per hour, 
and then there is the track to Liverpool Street and Aldgate. 

1 think it is reasonably self-explanatory, but in con- 
sidering what Mr. Mercer has been saying and may 
yet say, we thought it might be of assistance, 

(Mr. Mercer): I am much obliged. Before I ask Mr. 
Lloyd a few more questions I have been asked to draw 
attention to the fact that it appears that yesterday in 
“The Times” there was an editorial which appeared to 
be to the effect that so far as this particular Application 
was concerned, the result would be a foregone conclusion. 
I unfortunately did not read the article being busy reading 
London Transport and other exhibits, but I would draw 
your attention to that and to the unfortunate implications 
Which can arise from utterances of that nature. I must 
say that the Editor is far cleverer than I am in the cir- 
cumstances, but, in any event, it does seem wrong that 
that sort of publication should be made. 

(Mr. Crawford): May I intervene ? I take no responsi- 
bility for the views of the Editor of “ The Times ” and our 
case is directed solely to this Tribunal in the hope that 
we can convince them of the worthiness of our case. If 
other persons think it worthy that may be of comfort to 
us ; but it is not, in my respectful submission, material to 
the consideration of the Tribunal. 



(President): Nor the converse! 
Lloyd, recalled 
aed by Mr. Mercer 



772. Mr. Lloyd, Exhibit 9 is your exhibit, is it ? — Yes. 

773. II have only just received it but do I understand 
that it shows that the British Railways’ line is the top line 
mentioned ? — Not entirely. The British Railways’ part of 
the line is on the right-hand side from Amersham to 



Aylesbury, and also on the left-hand side of the piece of 
line from Harrow running into Marylebone. 

774, Does it mean that the trains stop at Harrow and 
then Choriey Wood? — I was referring to the ownership 
of the line, not where the trains stopped. 
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775. I am looking at the places where the trains are 
stopping, or what I assume to be that. Is it intended to 
say that the British Railways' trains stop at Harrow, 
Chorley Wood, Chalfont-Latimer, Amersham, and so 
on? — Not entirely. Perhaps if I can explain. There are 
five sets of lines on this chart. There are five different 
types of service running in the morning peak hour: there 
is one lot Which runs from Aylesbury through to Maryle- 
bone, there is another lot Which runs from Amershaiji 
through to Liverpool Street, another from Watford to 
Aldgate and another from Wa.tford to Baker Street. Some 
of those trains are British Railways’ trains, some of them 
are London Transport. The stations where each group 
of trains stop are shown by dotted points. It is somewhat 
complicated and I thought this would help to show at any 
particular Station which service stopped at that station. 

776. The first line is labelled “ Marylebone, British 
Railways.” — Yes. That ’illustrates that that piece of line 
from Harrow to Marylebone belongs to British Railways. 

111. It is nothing to do with the rail services as such ? — 
The train leaves Harrow and the next stop is Marylebone. 

778. Does it not start from Aylesbury ? — That train 
does start at Aylesbury, yes. 

779. And then goes through Chorley Wood to 
Harrow ; is that right ? — No ; it stops at Stoke Mandeville, 
Wendover, Great Missenden, Amersham, Chalfont 
Latimer, Chorley Wood, Harrow, Marylebone. 

780. It does not stop at Northwood Hills or North- 
wood ? — No. 

781. Then “ Liverpool Street.” Is that the train which 
goes through to Liverpool Street ? — Y es 

782. Does that run on British Railways’ lines to Liver- 
pool Street ? — No, it runs on London Transport lines. 

783. That train seems to have two lines. The first line 
is a train which travels from Chesham, Chalfont-Latimer, 
Chorley Wood, Rickmansworth, then Moor Park and then 
Finchley Road. — It is express from Moor Park to Finch- 
ley Road and again express from Finchley Road to Baker 
Street. 

784. Again, it would not serve Northwood or North- 
wood Hills ? — No. 

785. The next one is another train Which goes, again, 
only to Finchley Road, does it not ? — No, it goes to Baker 
Street. The next group docs serve your North Harrow, 
Pinner, Northwood Hills group. It runs slow to Wembley 
Park and then it is express from Wembley Park to Finch- 
ley Road and then to Baker Street. It is semi-fast, you 
might say. 

786. These last three lines are variations of services 
insofar as some run through for particular distances or 
stop at some, or all, of the stations concerned ? — Yes. The 
next group after leaving North Harrow is an express ser- 
vice as far as Finchley Road and then it goes to Baker 
Street. 

787. ’So that, roughly, we can say there are two 
divisions of trains, the first which do not stop at North- 
wood or Northwood Hills, and the second group of three 
which do.— So far as Northwood Hills is concerned, that 
is correct. That is to say, eight trains do not stop there, 
but twelve trains an hour do stop there. 

788. This last group of trains all run on London Trans- 
port lines, do they ?— The four bottom groups all run on 
London Transport lines. 

789. The first service referred to runs on British Rail- 
ways’ lines ? — I am sorry, I slightly misled you. All five 
of these groups are on London Transport lines between 
Amersham and Harrow. The first group runs on a British 
Railways’ line from AyfleSbury to Amersham and on a 
British Railways’ line from Harrow to Marylebone. All the 
rest of the lines on this chart are London Transport lines. 



790. I am asked to have it clear as to who is respon- 
sible for running the trains on all these services ? — Between 
Harrow and Marylebone where it is a British Railways’ 
line it *is a British Railways’ responsibility ; between 
Aylesbury and Amersham it is a British Railways’ respon- 
sibility ; on the rest it is London Transport. In other 
words, the responsibility for the operation is identical to 
’the ownership of the piece of line. 

791 . Then the train which runs from Harrow to Baker 
Street, you say, is British Railways’ responsibility — No. 
Harrow to Baker Street is a London Transport line. 

792. ’You do not have responsibility for parts oif the 
one service, presumably, do you ? In other words, you do 
not have London Transport responsible for the operation 
of a particular train for part of the route and British 
Railways for the other part ? — We do. If the train is 
running on our piece of line it is our responsibility, London 
Transport’s responsibility. 

793. And if it goes from one line to the other, what 
happens then ? — When it runs from Aylesbury to Amer- 
sham it is a British Railways’ responsibility on a British 
Railways’ line, from Amersham to Harrow it is a London 
Transport responsibility on a London Transport line, and 
from Harrow to Marylebone it again becomes a British 
Railways’ responsibility on a British Railways’ line. 

794. And that is the reason for the financial division, 
as it were, of responsibility between you on these lines ? — 

I am not quite sure of the question, Sir. 

795. You would be responsible, in some cases, jointly 
for services ,• is that right ? — No, Sir. The operation of 
the service on the piece of line that belongs to London 
Transport is entirely the responsibility of London Trans- 
port. 

796. And they do not cross from one to the other ? — 
They do, yes ; but while 'it is on London Transport lines 
it is a London Transport responsibility. 

797. You do not change drivers ? — No. 

798. There is nothing further I have to ask you on 
that. I would now like to ask you one or two questions 
on these three exhibits of the Association, DAIL'l, 2 and 3. 
I think I have asked you some questions on DAL 1. With 
regard to DAL 2, line 2, I would point out that receipts 
have increased, have they not, in accordance with this 
schedule ? Do you see that on DAL 2 ? — Yes. 

799. On the other hand, you agree that there have been 
passenger journeys lost over a ten year period, as referred 
to in line 1 ? — By the road side, yes. 

800. 1 think it comes to 1,240,000 — Yes. 

801. Docs not line 3 give an indication of the drop 
in services over this ten year period ? — r am not quite clear 
here. It talks about train miles and this is road. I am 
afraid I am not quite following it. 

802. It should be vehicle miles. All I am asking you 
to consider is the fact of the drop in services over this 
period — Yes, that is so. 

’803. That is given point by that particular line ? — Yes. 

804. Line 4 deals with passenger miles, and would you 
not agree that whilst the road services' drop is. serious, 
there is a substantial drop in passenger miles on the rail- 
way ? It seems to have been thought there was not such 
a drop on the railways, but does not this exhibit bring 
home the fact that there has been a substantial drop on 
the railways ? — This is because many of the journeys 
are now shorter. 

805. Do you attribute it to that cause ?— On the rail- 
way ride, yes. 
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806. I think the other matters on DAL 1 and 2 I have 
asked you about, but I am to ask you this : If you consider 
lines 1, 2 and 8, line 1 shows the vehicle miles in mil- 
lions — I am sorry, I have not got a line 8 on mine. Are 
you on DAL 2 7 

807. I am on DAL 3. DAL 3 deals, in line 1 with 
vehicle miles an millions, line 2 number of vehicles, and 
iliine 8 estimated seats. You know that this exhibit is one 
which compares the London Transport Board and 'the 
local authority undertakings albout which we have already 
spoken. What I am to ask you to consider, and agree 
if you can agree, 'is that the fact, from whatever causes 
it may have 'been, feres increases or otherwise, is that 
London Transport has 'been running down at a greater 
rate than the local authorities 7 — I am not quite sure what 
.you mean 'by “ running down at a greater rate.” Our 
•passengers on 'the roadside have decreased more rapidly 
and .the number oif miles we have operated have decreased 
more rapidly. 

808. And the seats have decreased ? — 'Yes. This is 
associated wuBh line 1. As we are running less miles we 
are carrying around less seats. 

'809. Uf you look at line 6, average receipts per 
passenger journey, does that not show that the local 
authorities have 'been alble to improve their position 
relative to yours ‘with a minimal reduction otf the services 
which they provide ? — I do not follow 'that argument as 
necessarily conclusive. 

810. May I briefly refer to one or two of the answers 
to questions which you kindly supplied under the heading 
“ Information requested 'by the Travellers’ Association 
Joint Committee.” — -This is AE 3, is it ? 

'8*111. Yes, AE3, page 1, questions 5, 6 and 9. Can 
you see that under the heading “road services” on the 
first page it shows the receipts in respect of 'Stage carriage 
services and Other services ? — Yes. 

®12. And the total receipts are shown ais £63,134,000 
as the total of the two types of service ? — Yes. 

813. Was the figure .in 1964 not £63,226,000 7 — I shall 
have to have the questions at the Side, I am sorry. I am 
not quite clear what this is an answer to. These are the 
London Transport road figures for the year 1965. 

814. That is right. AM I am aiSk'ing is : was not the 
comparable figure in 1964 £63,226,000 ? — >If you wait a 
moment we will check that up, I have not got it in my 
head. 



815. lam told it is page 46 of the 1964 Report, R 1 ? — 
£63,259,000. 

816. But the passenger receipts were £63,226,000, near 
enough? — Yes. That figure includes the other services. 
I think the £63,093,000, the stage carriages, is comparable 
to Bhe £63,226,000. The £63,'134,000 is comparable with 
the £63,259,000. 

817. In any event, there is a drop, is there not ? — Yes. 

818. Is there any reason for that drop you can supply ? 
— I would regard these figures as identical for all practical 
purposes. When you are dealing with £63m., a matter 
of £100,000 is not the sort of item which you can identify 
over twelve months. May I say I am not able to identify 
it, anyway. 

819. No doubt if a learned actuary cannot identify it, 
i t would 'be useless my attempting to do so 7—1 1 is kind 
of you to say so. 

820. (In answer to question 10 on the same page — still 
under road services — you deal with miles lost from staff 
shortages and disputes. — 'Yes. 

821 . That is 19,983,000 7— 'Yes. 



8212. Are you able to divide this figure as 'between staff 
shortages and disputes? — Yes, but I have not got it con- 
veniently handy. I could say that, broadly speaking, the 
vast majority df this is due to staff shortages. 

'823. You do not consider there is a substantial pro- 
portion due to disputes 7 — Quite small in the year 1965. 

824. That deals with the points Which were, we thought, 
in need df elucidation under the answers in respect of road 
services. With regard to the rail services, there is a com- 
pendium of answers where at says “ 5 and 9 ” ; can you 
•see 'that 7 — Yes. 

825. 'Here you have some totals which, I think, are 
intended to mean that the journeys under the first head 
were 657,081,000 ; is that right 7-Yes. 

826. That is total journeys during that period 7 — Yes. 

827. Am 1 right that in 1964 the comparable figure was 
round about 647,000,000 7 Again that is in the Report at 
page 63, 1 am told. — Yes. 

828. This is a drop of about 17 million passenger 
journeys, is it not 7 — Yes. 

'829. 1 take 'it this is not all accounted for on the rail. 
Can you give any division of these 17 millions or any 
categories into which this drop falls 7—1 do not think I 
can just off the cuff for that. I would just have to have 
that Checked. 



'830. 'It is a matter of concern when it occurs as between 
one year and 'the next, is it not 7 — Yes. 

'83'1 . Then we had some figures for the 'total budgeted 
receipts for 1966. This refers to your FJL 7, Mr. Lloyd ; 
still on this topic, but with another exhibit. You see die 
total budgeted receipts are £102,300,000 7 — Yes. 

832. Are you able to say what the division is between 
road and rail in .that figure 7 — (I can obtain it. I have not 
got it in front of me at the moment. 

833. You do not know what the broad division would 
be 7 — 'I would prefer to give it to you exactly rather than 
guess. 

834. Finally, 'if we can refer again to AE3, that has 
some statements attached, one of which is called “ Road 
Services, Question No. 2.” — Yes. 

835. 'Does that Show that buses are being sold for some 
£500 each 7 — This is really not my responsibility. I am not 
responsible for the selling of buses. 

836. Except, perhaps, .that you would be concerned if 
buses could be retained longer in their working life and 
so earn receipts for you. Then it as a matter of concern 
to you 7 — Oh yes. If you are deciding whether to operate 
a new 'bus or an old bus that is another question. You may 
be comparing a larger vehicle which is able to operate at 
lower cost than the older vehicle which has less seats and 
costs more to operate. 

837. You do not want to say too much to prevent 
people from buying them ; some people presumably find 
them profitable to buy and operate 7 — Yes, I think Ceylon 
is one of the places to Which we have sold quite a few. 

838. Now some general questions which relate to your 
Board’s proposals and in particular I wanted to ask you 
about the question of the cheap off-peak tickets. We were 
told this was a matter of concern so far as you deal with 
■it ; is that true 7— That is quite true. 

839. What was put to Mr. Evershed, and to some 
extent I think agreed with, was that the Board was some- 
what 'half-hearted in their approach to this question 7 — 
I did not understand him to reply like that ; we are 
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not at all half-hearted. What, regrettably, is perhaps the 
position is that it is not a line of approach which brings 
us in very much money, and the fundamental reason for 
this is of course that we are, on the whole, very short 
carriers. The average distance travelled 'by many of our 
passengers is quite short, an'd if in fact you look at 
FJL5, quite the main feature is that the vast majority 
of our receipts come from our normal routes and not 
from our cheap fares. 

840. What you are saying is that not enough of the 
short distance traffic is contributing receipts in off-peak 
hours. I think that is what happened, is it not ? — I said 
that particularly as regards the week-ends. 

841. Yes, and in the evenings, to some extent? — Yes. 

842. Can you say what the margin or discount is at 
present being offered in respect of these off-peak tickets ? 
— This is the rail one. We are offering between 22 and 
30 per cent reduction. 

843. And on the buses ? — We do not have a cheap 
fare on the buses, at the present, apart from the Rover 
tickets which we issue. 

844. I see. These tickets which operate on a basis of 
some 22 per cent reduction are they in respect of minimum 
milages ?— Yes, from 8 miles upwards. 

845. So that it does not tap the source of income to 
which you have just referred, does it ? — No. 

846. The problem which you have, is it not, that 
insofar as you reduce fares at the particular hours or in 
respect of particular categories, you reduce the revenue 
from existing passengers. Is that not so — Yes, this is 
a matter of a balance, when you decide to put in a 
Cheaper fare. 



847. If you have any substantial proportion of, shall 
we say, unused seats, then to that extent the balance 
goes in favour of granting the greater discount, does 
it not ?— No, it is not the empty seats ; it is the seats 
that you can fill. If you, for example, offer half fare 
at certain times of the day, you have to carry at least 
twice as many passengers to justify it financially. 

848. You do not offer half fare to these shorter distance 
passengers ; you do not offer anything, do you ? — No. 

849. So the field is wide open, is it not ?— In our 
view we would not attract sufficient additional passengers 
to make the cheaper fare offered financially viable. 

850. Does not history rather show that your reasons 
have crystallised from some other sources ? Throughout 
•the years you have tended to reduce concessions, have you 
not — concessions from the normal — in the sense you have 
abolished the early morning tickets, and so on ?— Y es. 

851. Is 'it not rather the aim of London Transport to 
have one fare for one journey throughout the day ? — 
II think as one’s services become more and more controlled 
by the peak hour requirements on Monday to Friday, the 
two things do tend to move in this way. 

852. Does not the peak tend to be affected by that 
particular policy ? — No, I am quite clear that that is 
not so. 

853. In any event, your policy, with great respect, has 
not been successful, has it? Your policy has built up 
the peak, whether you are right in respect of this particular 
thing, or not ?— I am afraid I cannot agree with you 
there, because we have gone to very great lengths indeed 
to encourage both firms and people to stagger their travel 
and not to all try and travel at the top of the peak. 
Regrettably we have not been as successful as we would 
have liked to have been, but we have had some success. 



854. You have not tackled the one way by which 
results might be achieved, and that is by financial induce- 
ment, have you. ? — Yes, we have ; we have tried these 
off-peak day returns. 

■855. But not in the categoriets of fares where they would 
make possibly a contribution to your revenues ? — We have 
been unable to persuade the people Who travel on our 
services in the peaks going to work to come in an hour or 
two later, or at a different hour, than the off-peak, and 
we find people Will not do this. 

>856. But to some extent 'it is a little unreal, lis it not ? — 
I think so. 

857. 'What you have to do is to chase off those who 
need not travel in these particular hours and give them 
a financial inducement to travel at some other time ? — 
We have some on the rail side— we offer a five-day off 
peak. I think we issue rather less than 3,000 of these a 
week, which is really absolutely minimal when you consider 
the amount of travel which we provide for Londoners. 

'858. What is the minimum distance in respect of those 
.tickets ? — 8 miles. 

859. Then we are back where we started, are we not. 
Thus is a point, is it not, in your proposals with regard to 
withdrawing the concession for the students ? — I would 
prefer you to say for the “ young persons.” 

860. Very well, “ young persons.” These young per- 
sons, as you designate them, have been the subject of 
legislation quite recently, 'have they not? — I am afraid 
I am not with you. 

861 . Do you not know there has been a set of legisla- 
tion in respect of industry, inoluding the creation of 
Industrial Training Boards ? — 'Yes. 

•802. And that grants are made to encourage training, 
inter alia, of very largely young people? — Grants and 
levies. 

'863. Yes, I know that Side of it would come to your 
mind at once. But would it not have been more practicable 
and show a greater sense of responsibility, with respect, if, 
instead of coming to this Tribunal an'd asking them to 
abolish tlh'iis concession, you could have come With some 
alternative proposals ? — I think we have. We are saying 
that people Who are Wholly engaged in educating them- 
selves up to the age of T8, that they Will travel at half fare. 

864. This is part of your policy of uniformity, is at ? — 
Not uniformity ; it ! is a policy that our different passengers 
Should each pay their fa'ir share of the travel that they 
have to undergo, and one group of our passengers is 
given, at peak times, cheaper travel than the others, so that 
then, in effect, the other people are subsidising thus group. 

'865. 'But you have not made proposals to grant these 
concessions in off -•peak hours, have you ? You have not 
come here and said : “ We want, for a commercial reason, 
to encourage off-peak traffic and insofar as these young 
persons” as you designate them “will travel off-peak we 
will give them concessions.” Would that not have been 
the more statesmanlike and commercial approach ? — But 
this is not affecting these 12,500 Who travel with season 
tickets at the peak hours. 

866. I am suggesting to you you could have come along 
■with some proposal which would have eased this peak 
problem in relation to this particular matter. All you 
do is to come along and have a negative approach on these 
matters. You say : “ Let us abolish this ; we are not going 
to consider any alternative policy.” Is that not a negative 
policy ? — 'I do not regard that as a negative way of looking 
at it. We are saying that we consider these young people, 
who are earning at the present time What we consider to 
be very much higher rates of remuneration than they were 
earning many years ago, are now perfectly capable of 
paying their fair share of travel expenses. 
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867. Very well. — I would emphasise again the people 
who are earning money and not people in full-time 
education. 

868. We understand your point on that. I think I 
can leave It there. The questions which I asked Mr. 
Evershed on housing, would they be questions which would 
be a concern of yours ? — I have got the figures you asked 
for previously. You asked it in reference to FJL7, and 
you referred to a figure at the bottom of the page, die 
budget figure for the whole of the year 1966, £102,300,000, 
and you asked me, and I in fact told you, how much of 
that was related to the railways. The railway figure is 
£37,790,000 and the road service figure is £64,510,000. 

869. We can only hope that when those two figures are 
added up, they Will come to £102,300,000 — <1 hope so, and 
if I may give you another piece of information which I 
had not got .in my head ? 

870. Yes, certainly. — 'You referred to a figure of loss 
miles on the buses. 

871. Yes. — In AE3, question 10, nviles lost from 
shortages and disputes which was 19,983,000. 49,000 only 
of that was due to staff disputes. 

872. Thank you. — I am sorry, but T have forgotten 
your other question, if you would repeat it ? 

873. Yes, I was going on to ask if these questions of 
housing, which I put to Mr. Evershed, were questions 
which would be of concern so far as you deal with these 
matters ? — I would be prepared to try to answer any 
questions you have on that, if I may just get my reference. 

874. Yes. Do you know how far other sites have been 
found suitable for your housing programme ? — We are 
very actively engaged on this, but T am afraid 1 cannot 
answer that specific problem because at the moment that 
is not the way we are tackling the question. 

875. Are you not concerned with certain areas where 
your staff problems are perhaps the most acute? — Yes, 
and we have been in touch with the local authorities in 
these areas, and also With the G.L.C. 

876. You are not able to set out a programme at this 
stage as to What can be done in the future year to tackle 
this problem ?— We have a Working Party of officers 
between ourselves and the Greater London Council who 
have been going into the whole Of this matter, and who 
have just recently produced an Interim Report. I want 
to make it clear we have also taken up this problem with 
local authorities, including several Who are represented 
here, and we have put to them the point that, in order 
to provide a public service such as a bus or a rail service 
in a particular borough, it is necessary to have people 
housed near the garage. It is not possible always to 
provide the services early and late that are required, and 
we have put it to them that we think th'is is one of the 
duties of these authorities, in their plans, to provide for 
such housing for such type of workers. This is a view 
which some of them are not, at this moment of time, 
accepting. 

878. Are you able to put any figure on this in a future 
year, so far as it would affect your receipts ? — No, it is 
very clear that at the present time part of the unattractive 
nature of the bus service is due to the restrictive nature of 
part of the services, and one of the reasons for it is the 
shortage of drivers, and it is clear to us it is the lack 
of housing accommodation for our drivers in certain areas 
which has made it impossible for us to obtain these 
drivers to provide these services, and to give the type of 
service required by the Londoners. 

879. If you are energetically pursuing this matter With 
a view to having the people where you require them, and 
having your employees where they can be most profitably 
employed, there ought to be certain hope or expectation 
of improved receipts as a result, ought there not ? — That 
would follow, yes. 



880. You have not considered this financial side of it ? 
— Yes we have, but that, if I may say so, is the second 
stage. You have to get the staff before the financial 
benefits follow, and the improved service. 

881. So there is something in this, but you cannot 
evaluate it at this stage. Is that the position ? — We are 
dependent to some extent on the help of the local 
authorities, and we think it is a matter which does not 
only affect the bus services but other services such as 
the Police and the ambulance service, and those sort of 
things, and this is a problem to provide living accommo- 
dation for people who are operating this type of service. 

882. Then there is also the possibility of using some 
of your own freehold land for this purpose? — Yes, this 
is a difficult problem because we have of course already 
got roundly 700 houses which are let to either members 
of our staff or those Who have retired or their widows, 
and it is, if I may say so, a very difficult problem, because 
the legislation in this country docs not make it clear 
if you have a house and provide it for a member of 
your staff, he could leave the next week and still retain 
the house, and this makes it a very difficult problem, and 
that is why we feel the most likeily source of improve- 
ment of this position is to work in close conjunction with 
the local authorities and the Greater London Council. 

883. I see.— We are proposing, in certain cases, where 
we have got land, to make it available to the local 
authority and obtain from the local authority some of the 
lettings of the houses which are thereby put up. 

884. We will not launch into a discussion about the 
Rent Acts. — I just want you to know we were putting 
this forward and making great efforts to press this as 
hard as we can with the authorities concerned. 

885. 'Finally, I want to ask you about fringe areas. 
You know there are fringe areas where, in some cases, 
■private operators have been granted licences to run 
■services ? — Yes. 

886. Would you not agree in a number of cases it 
would be of advantage to London Transport to allow the 
private operators to be given the right to run services 
rather than London Transport should endeavour to con- 
tinue to do so in cases where, so far ais London Transport 
'is concerned, the services would be commercially undesir- 
able ?— That is not our experience over the last 5 years. 
During the last 5 years we have had requests from other 
operators tin the type of service you mention. We have 
granted approval in quite a few cases, and in about half 
of those cases they have not either taken them on or have 
discontinued after starting, and it is a very, very minor 
part indeed. I could get you the figures of the number 
of people, if you wish this information. 

887. 'But is there not any possibility of improving 
revenue in this field, so far as you can see ? — No. 

888. Because the further you get away. — You are 
suggesting we should in fact not run certain services, and 
■save money in that way ? 

'889. I am suggesting that in some cases, as you get 
(further and further from your centre of operation, it is 
less and less profitable to you, and perhaps would be better 
run by someone who is on a smaller scale, and who might 
have a centre of operation in that area ? — You are sug- 
gesting we should take off our services which are not 
making money, and thereby save money ? 

890. 1 am not saying it as a generality, but in some 
cases you might find this a good thing ? — We accept, of 
course, that some of our routes make more money than 
other routes and there is a cross-subsidisation of many 
routes, and that is because we have to provide a service, 
and we have tried, as I did say in answer to you die day 
before yesterday, it is our general policy not to take services 
off until the demand for those services has got to a very 
low level indeed, and most of the experience has been, 
When we have given up the routes, other operators have 
then taken them over and they have usually also given 
them up. 
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'891. You think what 'is bad 'for you today might be 
bad for them tomorrow ? — 'It is a matter of whether 'in 
faot we provide a service .in these areas, and you may say 
in some cases we have been perhaps too generous to our 
■passengers in continuing services that are making losses, 
tout this is part of the provision of a public service, and 
our judgment is that we should continue this if at all 
possible. The results have been Where we have had, finally, 
to give services up 'because the demand has been very 
negligible, that other operators have not been able to do 
any better. 

•892. When you get to a certain line, across the June 
there are in any event private operators, are there not ? — 

I am not sure which “ line ” you are talking about. 

■893. When you get outside the London area operated 
toy London Transport under the Act, there are private 
operators, are there not ? — 1 thought you were talking 
about inside. 

‘894. We were but I am now talking about the outside 
for a change.— There are private operators inside and 
outside. 

‘895. Exactly, and when you come up to this line, there 
are, in some cases, people who are over the line and who 
are making a “ go ” oif private operation — I think we are 
talking about different things. 

{Mr. Crawford ) : 1 hate to interrupt my learned friend, 
tout I thought we were concerned with operation within 
■the London area ? 

896. {Mr. Mercer) : We are concerned with the 'London 
area, and I am asking questions Of comparability between 
'these services Which are inside and outside the London 
area, and outside the London area there are private 
operators, are there not ?— There are other operators. 

■897. Other operators, including of course some of the 
nationalised services and various other sorts ? — ‘Yes. 

898. Are you not generalising too much 'because many 
Of these services provided by local authorities, private 
operators and nationalised services just over the line, are 
able to run their services at a profit ? — 1 think I can only 
really help you on the cases where we have given authority 
to the fringe type of small operator inside our area, and I 

Cross-examined 

900. The Rickmansworth Urban District Council are 
rather concerned with the proposal to surcharge the 
Amersham section of the Metropolitan Line. I have 
several questions which I would like to address to you on 
this subject. Can you tell me, under the proposals now 
•before the Tribunal, What Will be the new fare from 
Rickmansworth to Baker Street? This is a journey 
mileage of 17.3, which, for your purposes, will be 18 
miles ? — The present fare is 4s. 6d. 

901. Agreed— And the proposed fare would be 4s. lid. 

902. Can you tell me how you arrive at that figure, 
having regard to the schedules set out on FJL 3, and 
FJL 2 ? — I am sorry for the delay ; 'it is one taken out 
of many hundreds of fares, and they are all calculated and 
graduated ,out. 

903. I should imagine that toy using the scales which 
are now exhibited before the Tribunal, it would have been 
quite a simple matter to calculate it from these exhibits 
which are in force at the moment ? — The distance is 17.34 
mliies. 

904. Agreed — And this is taken at the rate of 3 id. a 
mile, which comes to 4s. l'ld. 

905. 1 understood you to say in reply to Mr. Molony 
on Wednesday that these fares, under exhibit FJL 3, only 
apply to journeys between Harrow-on-'the-Hill Station 



say die experience there has been that 'there has been 
extremely little of it. I can provide you with the actual 
figures, if you want them ? 

899. You have not evaluated What saving might result 
from a change of ownership in some of these areas ? — Not 
inside our area, no. 

(Mr. Mercer): Thank you, Sir; that is all I have to 
ask this witness. 

( President ): Is there anybody here representing the 
Rickmansworth Ubban District Council ? 

(Mr. Holly) : Yes, Sir. 

( President ) : Do you wish to cross-examine the witness ? 

(Mr. Holly) : I would, yes, Sir. 

(Mr. Crawford) : Before that happens, Sir, I understood 
that my learned friend Mr. Parker, who represents the 
London Borough of Baricing and the South Essex Traffic 
Advisory Committee, has some questions. 

(Mr. Parker ): Yes, Sir, I have some questions to ask 
in relation to the Upminster Line. I knew Mr. Mercer 
wanted us to ask questions on the last occasion about 
certain other lines, and it was thought perhaps more 
convenient that I should defer my cross-examination until 
other lines had been dealt with, but my learned friend 
Mr. Molony says he wishes to ask leave to put a few 
more questions to the witness about the Amersham Line, 
and so it might be more convenient if we can isolate the 
problem — in other words, if Mr. Molony, with your leave, 
has other questions to ask about other lines, perhaps 
I can ask my questions after that ? 

( President ): What do you say, Mr. Molony? 

(Mr. Molony ): I have had one “bite” under this 
head, Sir, and I think you are about to hear somebody 
from Rickmansworth. It may be he will do my further 
work for me, and I am prepared to come in at any 
convenient time with regard to Amersham, in relation 
to the exhibit which we had this morning. 

( President ): Very well; we will have Mr. Holly now. 

{Mr. Holly) : If you please, Sir. 
by Mr. Holly 

and Amersham Station. Rickmansworth, for the sake of 
argument, is 8 miles from Harrow-on-tfae-HiM Station ? — 
7.96. 

906. Would you not agree, using the scale under FJL 3, 
the fare for the first 8 miles should be 2s. 3d. ? — Yes. 

907. Going from Rickmansworth ? — Yes. 

908. Which is the one which is referred to in the scale 
on FJL 2 ?— Yes. 

909 I would take the point on that scale from the 8 
miles distance which has already been travelled — It is a 
10 miles distance. 

910. No ; we have already travelled 8 miles from 
Rickmansworth ? — We have to go from Harrow to Baker 
Street, which 'is 9.38 miles, for which the fare is 2s. 9d., 
making a maximum provided for under these Regulations 
of '5s. 0d.- I have said we were proposing to charge 4s. 
l'ld., and so we are charging a penny less than the maxi- 
mum permitted by this proposed or asked for Regulation 

911. I would suggest it is a more logical interpretation 
of these scales having taken into account the 8 miles from 
Rickmansworth to Harrow that we should then turn to 
the scale under FJL '2 at the 8-mile point, and going to the 
'lS-mile point on that scale— in other words, arriving at the 
fare of 4s. 2d.?— That is not Che method which is adopted. 
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The method which we have employed, and have always 
employed, 'is to treat the area from Rickmansworth to 
Harrow as an area under the Special Conditions, and the 
piece from Harrow to Baker Street as an entirely different 
piece, and un effect to add up the two local fares and which 
are, for this purpose, regarded as a boundary or a barrier, 
which, gives us slightly less than the maximum. 

9112. So you give a generous concession of a penny. 
Taking that interpretation a stage further, Amersham 
London Transport Station is according to exhibit FJL9 
some 25 rail miles from Baker Street. Having regard to 
the scale on FJEL 3, which only goes up to 20 miles, how 
are you going to assess the fare ? — You want the fare from 
Baker Street to Amersham ? 



913 'Yes. — The distance from Harrow to Amersham 
is 14.41 miles, which is rounded up to '1'5 miles. You take 
15 miles off FJiL3 which gives you 4s. I d. You then take 
the same fare from Harrow to Baker Street, which I think 
was 2s. 9d., which gives you 6s. 10d., but we would then 
take the total distance from Baker Street to Amersham, 
which is 23.79 miles, which would 'be rounded up to 24, and 
we compare that with the through rail charge of 24 miles 
at 3£d., and if it was less than 6s. 10d., we would charge 
that, but we regard 6s. lOd. as the maximum permitted 
under these Regulations. 6s. 6d. is the actual charge for 24 
miles at 3£d. 

914. So the effect of this scale under FJL3 is that 
for any journey from a station beyond Harrow-on-the-Hill 
you are charging the whole journey at the rate Of 3jd. a 
mile ? — Not necessarily ; we regard is as a barrier, and 
we regard the maximum we are entitled to charge as 
the sum of the two local pieces — that is the piece up to 
Harrow and the piece onwards. 'If the part of the journey 
which is inside your Special Area is large, then it is 
probably preferable to give a lower figure if you take 
the throughout fare. On the other hand, if it is only 
one station to North Harrow, it would come the other 
way. 



915. I do not think you will find it will, if you calculate 
the fare from North Harrow which we say is, for the 
sake of argument, 11 miles, because on your formula you 
would charge 4d. for the first mile under FlfL 3 and 2s. 9d. 
for the next 10 miles under FJL2 which gives 3s. Id. — 
And in fact we charge 3s. Od. That is quite right. 

916. 3s. Od. for 11 miles is, unless my arithmetic is 
incorrect, 3 id. a mile 7 — Yes, on that particular occasion. 

917. I‘t is not on that particular occasion ; it is through- 
out, but the scale which will apply for any station beyond 
Harrow, charged by your 'interpretation of these scales, 
is 3 id.? — Not always. 

918. I fail to see under what circumstances you will 
not; however, we will leave that point. In answer to 
Mr. Molony on Wednesday you said a passenger 
travelling from Pinner can go to Harrow-on-the-Hill by 
the London Transport train and board a B.R. train, and 
this was your justification for what you call “common 
operation ” with British Railways ? — One of the justifica- 
tions. 

919. Would you not agree that on the Uxbridge 
Branch line of the Metropolitan line it is possible to 
take a London Transport train from Ruislip Manor or 
Eastcote, go to Harrow-on-the-Hill and board a train to 
Marylebone ? — Yes. 

920. Is that not also an example of “common 
operation ” 7 If you are going to argue that a station 
like Pinner or Northwood has “ common operation ” ?-— 
Partly, yes. 



921. Can I take that a stage further? In answer to 
Mr. Crawford when defining what you meant by 
“ Characteristics ” of the Amersham line, you stated that 
the characteristics, such as the length of journeys, the 
nature of the service, and the fast trains from the outer 
suburbs, are more given to British Railways, who provide 
fast train services from Uxbridge, so you have two points 
of similarity ; a fast train service from Uxbridge and 
common operation with British Railways 7 — Yes. 

922. Yet you do not seek to surcharge the Uxbridge 
section of the line. — No. 

923. Do you regard that as consistent 7 — There is 
another reason on the Uxbridge line because there is 
another London Transport service which runs on the 
Piccadilly line, which is a stopping service. 

924. I do not see what bearing the Piccadilly line has. 
1 cannot really see any difference between a passenger 
boarding at Ruislip Manor or at Eastcote and going to 
'Harrow-on-the-Hill, and a passenger 'boarding at North- 
wood or Pinner and going to Harrow-on-the-Hill 7 
Another point is the Watford Metropolitan and Croxley 
Stations. It is clear from exhibit FJIL9 that there are no 
British Railways’ services whatever at these two stations 7 
— 'No. 

925. At these two stations the passengers do not have 
the benefit of seeing the British Railways’ trains whizzing 
by and they wait for the London Transport trains. How- 
ever, you seek to surcharge this section of the line of the 
grounds of common operation with British Railways, do 
you not 7 — This is a line which we think has developed 
quite differently from other parts of our services, and we 
have, in recent years, spent a great deal of money on the 
improvement of services generally. 

926. I am not disputing there have been substantial 
improvements and I am not arguing about the service ; 
all we are sayiing 'is there is now no longer any justification 
for surcharging the Amersham section of the Metropolitan 
Line, whatever may have been the basis in the past. — It is 
a combination off the past history and the fact that we have 
spent a great deal of money in improving the service and 
lin giving a better service, by this interworking, to these 
places ; therefore we feel that that is again another reason 
Why we should be entitled to regard this as a special area. 

927. There are other examples of common operation on 
the tube tines: might I mention West Ruislip Station 
Where a passenger can board a British Railways tra'in from 
High Wycomlbe or a Central Line train ; these lines run 
■parallel for several miles ; and it is possible to interchange 
at Greenford ; th'at is another example of common opera- 
tion and yet there is no proposal by the board to surcharge 
this section 7 — No. 

928. 'Another example is the Upmiinster Line, where a 
passenger can board a District train into the city or a 
'British Railways train to Fenchurch Street. Is it not 
significant that in these two cases British Railways bring 
'their fares down to the London Transport general level 
and do not seek to charge the 3Jd. a mile 7— That would 
be a matter for British Railways to answer. As far as our 
service is concerned, it is a service that stops at every 
station. 

929. Agreed. One final point: is a net return of £7,000 
which you estimate would be earned from these proposals 
to charge 3*d. a mile really going to make any effective 

contribution to solving the board’s financial problems 7 

You cannot, on this particular angle, take us separately 
from British Railways ; these two services overlap and run 
through, and you have to take the two hits together. As 
far as we are concerned it is a matter olf principle, but it 'is 
of very much greater value, I believe, to my colleagues. 

{Mr. Holly): No further questions. 



Further cross-examined Iby (Mr. Molonv 



930. I think I understand your words in this respeot 
rather more clearly : What you say is these additional fares 
at the rate of 3^d a mile should be attached to any journey 
exceeding 10 miles Which originates on the stretch between 



AmerSham and Harrow 7 — Y es — originates or ends ; 
subject of course to the sum of the two locals not coming 
cheaper, which 'in certain cases happens. 
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931. In other cases, where it does not come cheaper, 
you work out Che charge, giving yourself the advantage of 
Che broken m'i'les on both legs of the journey ? — Yes. 

932. 'Have you any authority for that ? — Yes, this is the 
system we have always followed, and I understand the 
interpretation of fares regulations permits us so to do. 

933. 'Do you mean the fares order ? — Yes, I am sorry. 
.'May 1 put it this way: we are advised, or I am advised, 
'Chat it is within our powers. 

934. That is a matter of interpretation, and I shall not 
question you albout it. There are 13 stations 'in this stretch 
of June, and it us true Chat of those 13, only 6 are served by 
any British Railways service ? — Yes. Those are the stations 
at which a British Railways train can stop. 

935. And no one moving from or to the other seven 
can do other than travel by 'London Transport ? — That is 
so as far as Harrow. 

93d. Certainly. But you are alleging particular con- 
ditions on bhiis stretch justifying you in bringing your fares 
•right up to those of British Railways? — Yes. 

937. Whereas in fact British Railways do not call at as 
many as half the stations ? — 'No. 

93'8 Is it right that the British Rail service was with- 
drawn from Che stations North Harrow to Northwood 
inclusive in 1962 7— We thought it was, because what we in 
fact have done is, if you look at this group of stations you 
are referring to on FJ1L 9, given them, in the peak hour, a 
service Of 12 trains per hour, and those 12 trains you could 
regard as four semi-fast and perhaps eight local. 

939. 'I doubt if that can be an answer to my question.— 
'If J. may go on, these 12 trains an hour Which replaced, in 
1962, only bight trains an hour, and our view was that by 
providing them with 12, including these semi-fasts, we were 
'giving this group Of stations and the passengers there a 
considerably superior service to the one they had before 
1962. 

940. H Chink I can extract an answer to my question 

from that: I think the answer is yes. Do you agree ? My 
quesbion was (it was a long time ago) : was not Che British 
(Rail service withdrawn from these stations in 1962.-— ' Yes, 
'but a better service was provided 

9411. II am not arguing about the qualify of the service 
■but Who provides it.— But it was provided by 

942. (After a pause): Do you want to say something 

further ? — 'No-. I am saying I consider we were providing 
these stations 

943. iDon’t go on to that. I want the basic facts from 
you. Since 1962 British Rail, Who had been providing a 
service from North Harrow to Northwood, withdrew that 
service ; that is right, is it not ?— That is not quite right. 
As I explained, between Harrow and Amersham it -is a 
London Transport piece of railway and it is under the 
jurisdiction Of London Transport, and whether London 
Transport sends an electric train down there or Whether it 
provides a diesel train on that piece of the line it .is a 
London Transport responsibility. 

944. What happened in 1962?— We took off certain of 
■the diesels and put on more electrics. 

945. ft may well be that by arrangement with British 
Railways you began to service the 9tretch of line in a 
different fashion.— We rebuilt it. 

946. 'And ah these lines shown here are your lines ?— 
Yes. 

947. 'And any service running on your lines is, as you 
have been emphasising, your responsibility ?— Yes. 

9418 The stations Which, I think we are agreed, continue 
■to be served by British Rail are Amersham, Ohalfont, 



Choriey Wood, Ricklmansworth, Moor Park and Harrow ; 
is that right ? — -Yes, those are the stations at Which the 
diesels can stop. 

949. Do they run on British Rail lines — railway lines ? 
— ‘No. 

950. They run on your lines ? — Between Harrow and 
Amersham. 

951 . Is Che service — 'the service provided in the fashion, 
covering those stations — no bebter than an 'hourly service 
throughout the day ? — You are now asking me about the 
•off peak ? 

952. Moor Park and Rickmansworth are covered by a 
service which iis only about an hourly service ? — That is 
right. 

953. The first trains being just after 6 and the next one 
at 9.40 ? — Quite right. 

954. So it does not really cover the hours of peak 
travel ? — -In the peak they get four trains an hour. 

95'5. When do you say the peak is ? — I am sorry ; 
■perhaps I am misunderstanding you. 

956. I am dealing with the British Rail trains which 
call at Rickmansworth and Moor Park. — II am sorry. That 
is in the off peak, yes — 'that is an off peak service. 

957. About a dozen trains a day in all ? — 'Yes, one per 
hour. 

958. The service to Ohalfont and Ohorley Wood are 
running between Amersham and Harrow is a better 
service ? — In the off peak ? 

959. Yes — well, it as a little better in the peak, but it 
is nothing like any service you provide on the line of 
course ? — -No. 

960. You may or may not know this: that does not 
-run on Sunday — Rickmansworth and Moor Park are quite 
unserved on Sunday, I understand. — By the diesel trains, 
that is so, yes. 

961. Tf one looks at your second line down, with the 
legend Liverpool Street beside it, that is meant to represent 
the frequency Of service, is it not, 'by the number of lines ? 
— Yes, it is four trains an hour in the peak. 

962. That is not right from Moor Park and Rickmans- 
worth as far as the diesels are concerned, is it ? — These are 
not diesels but electric trains — London Transport red or 
aluminium coaches. 

963. Where are they running to ?— Liverpool Street via 
Baker Street. 

964. These are your trains, are they ? — Yes ; the 1962 
rebuilding in fact made it a somewhat complicated mixture, 
but it was done to enable the fast trains on these routes to 
'be continued — not necessarily as diesels or as electrics ; 
what has to be looked at .is the thing as a whole. 

965. tls it right that, as your table here suggests, there 
is a quarter -hourly service into Marylelbone from Choriey 
Wood and Ohalfont & Latimer ?— That is what I under- 
stand' — 'in the peaks. 

966. OOt Is all limited to the peaks, is i't ? — 'This exhibit 
FJL9 is Monday to Friday passenger service for one peak 
hour. 

967. ft has been suggested to me that the diesel service 
calling at Moor Park and Rickmansworth has been intro- 
duced because of difficulty in providing the normal London 
Transport service due to staff shortage. — Partly, I think, 
is the answer to that. 
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968. That means that you asked for help from British miles on Harrow to Amersham Line including Watford 

■Rail to cover these stations ? — I think 'it illustrates that and Chesbam Branches, and it is apparent from what you 

you have to take the whole o ! f the services ; we regard all have been saying recently that that is really not a very 

■the services taken together, and if you alter any hit of one, accurate statement of what is your intention ; you are not 

then you have to make a corresponding adjustment — they confining this increase to journeys of 10 miles on the 

are all taken together to provide the service given to the Harrow to Amersham Line ? — 'It is accurate as regards the 

■public. maximum we may charge for this bit of the line, but you 

are perfectly right that it can arise under journeys wh'ioh 

969. On your lines in this respect, and to provide some start or end in this area, 
additional service at stations which your ordinary service 

already covers ? — Yes. 9711 . The time I spent looking for journeys of 10 miles 

on this stretch of line (and Mr. Fay suggested I spent some 

970. If one looks at FJIL 5, where you deal with, inter time looking for them) was wasted time because that is not 

alia, the further proposals and potential yield, item 8 is the yardstick you are seeking to apply, is it ? — That is 

increased from 3d. to 3£d. a mile for ordinary fares over 10 ‘perfectly right. 

Cross-examined by Mr. Parker 



972. ‘I represent the South Essex Traffic Advisory 
Committee and the Borough of Barking, and I want to ask 
you certain questions about what might broadly be called 
the Upminster Line passing through Barking and the area 
covered by the Traffic Advisory Committee. — Yes. 

973. The line starts at Barking and goes on outwards 
towards Upminster, and there are, I think, eight stations 
along that stretoh Of line ? — Yes. 

974. 'I want to as!k you questions about mileages, 
'because mileages obviously affect the fares which people 
are going to have to pay ? — Yes. 

975. Would I be right in saying that Barking to Charing 
Cross is 10 miles on your calculation or your estimate of 
mileage ? — We can get it quite easily. 

976. There are a number of questions, so perhaps the 
details can be looked up. 1 understand that the track 
mileage us 9.75 and you would calculate that for practical 
purposes at 10 miles in issuing a ticket ? — Yes, we round 
up the mileage. 

977. iSimilariy, to take one or two of the other 
important stations along this stretch of route, Upminster, 
which is 17.49 track miles, would be calculated at 18 
m'iles ? — Yes ; I can get them set out. 

978. 'I do not want to take every single station ; it is 
enough that 1 take some, for my purposes. 1 am told also 
that Dagenham East to Charing Cross is 13.5 'track miles ? 
— if understand you are reading from something we 
provided previously. 

979. !I am reading from a written-on, short scrap of 
paper ; it is no official publication of yours. — 1 understand 
’that at previous inquiries you have asked for this and been 
given it. 

980. No doulbt my olients have ; I have never asked for 
it or been given it before. But it may be that that is where 
the information has come from. Look at your exhibit 
FJ'L2, which deals with the proposed maximum fares. — 
Yes. 

991. It shows clearly what the fares were under the 
'1965 order and the fares which are proposed under the 
proposals before the tribunal? — Yes. 

982. This much is clear, that if you work out in general 
terms the amount of .increases, the increases are higher at 
the shorter end of the scale — that is to say die shorter 
number of miles — and lower in percentage of fare at the 
bottom end Of the scale ? — Yes, apart from the fact that at 
one mile, 2 miles and 3 miles there are not any increases 
and there is a very large weight of people travelling at 
those particular levels ; subject to that, as it tapers down 
they do get less in percentage, yes. 

983. Ilf one takes 1£ miles, the fare goes up from 6d. to 
8d., which I calculate as an increase Of 33-1 per cent ? — 
Yes ; we put on a flat increase of 3d., and as the fares go 
up the percentage gets less. 



984. It does not always get less as the fares go up ; if 
you take the 4 mile, for example, the increases there is 
■Is. 2d. to Is. 3d., which is an increase of 7.14 per cent— 
Yes. 

985. But at 5 miles it jumps, and then above that the 
percentage increase is 12.5 per cent. ? — Yes. 

986. And at 6 miles it is Is. 6d. to Is. 9d., which is a 
'16.6 per cent increase ? — Yes. 



987. Thereafter I think it is fair to say that the increases 
go down steadily ? — Yes. 

988. Until by the time one has got to 50 miles it is 
2.42 per cent ? — I agree. 

989. One thing is clear from those figures: no regard 
has been had in fixing those fares to ensuring an equality 
of burden between one passenger and another ? — No ; at 
the bottom end, where the differences are the greatest — 
where the figures of increase are nothing, 33 per cent, 
nothing, 20 per cent, nothing, 7 per cent — this is the area 
where some of the fares were increased last time, and we 
have endeavoured to increase different fares this time, but I 
would say that .in order to get this amount of money in, 
since the majority of our passengers travel for relatively 
Short distances, it is necessary to make fairly substantial 
■increases at the lower level of fares, where the majority of 
passengers travels. 

990. Let us see how it works out in practice in relation 
to some of these trains and journeys on the Upminster 
■Line. The journey from Upminster to Charing Cross, at 
'18 miles, is going to show an increase for the passenger 
from 3s. lid. to 4s. 2d., which is 6.3 per cent ? — 'Yes. 

991. On the other hand anyone travelling from Barking 
to London is going to have to pay 10 per cent ?— Where- 
abouts ? 

992. That is 10 miles: 2s. 6d. to 2s. 9d. ?— I did not 
catch the station. 



993. 'Barking. — To where? 

994. Charing Cross; I am taking Charing Cross as a 
■terminal point for the purpose of illustration.— That is a 
10 -mile one, yes. 

995. Therefore anybody doing the journey regularly 
•four, five or whatever number it be of days a week, will 
■have to spend a disproportionate amount of his income 
upon the fare depending on where he starts his journey 
from — 'in the case of the traveller from Upminster the 
■increase is only 6.38 per cent but for any passenger from 
Barking there will be an additional 10 per cent added to his 
fare ? — It is a question at whether the passenger makes 
the percentage calculation or regards it as a threepenny 
piece in each case. 

996. You mean it does not matter ? — No, it is how you 
put it. In the two cases you have given us, the passenger 
has to pay an extra 3d. ; if the passenger does the calcula- 
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ticrn and sayis this 3d. costs me 10 per cent or costs me 
6.'28 per cent, then that is one way of looking at it, but 
we have taken it on Che basis that there is a threepenny 
piece extra on each passenger’s fare. 

997. That is the basis on which you have done it ? — 
Yes. 

998. We should take a few more examples: anybody 
travelling from Upminster to Barking— wholly within the 
area wii-Ch which I am concerned — a distance of eight miles 
as I understand it— would have to pay an increase of 3d., 
which is 12.5 per cent ? — Yes. 

999. From Hornchurch to Barking, six miles, again a 
3d. increase, bu t this time as a percentage .it is 16.6 ?— Yes. 

<1000. Dagenham to Barking, on the other hand, is a Id. 
increase, 7il4 per cent ? — Yes. 

11001. The whole matter therefore varies in a purely 
arbitrary fashion depending on what station you get off or 
on at 7 — 'It is a question of scale. With our scale going up 
in units like this, and working in pennies, we have put on 
our increases: they are a little arbitrary — they are either 
nothing, Id. or 2d. at the bottom and after six miles it is 
a level 3d. — admittedly ; butt Che increases are either 
nothing. Id., 2d. or 3d. 

1002. When you came to work out these scales of 
increases with the varying percentages which fall in this 
way, was any consideration given to the recommendation 
of the Prices and Incomes Board that prices should not go 
up by more than 31 per cent per year ? — I do not think 
we put any lim it on ourselves of 31 per cent in total per 
annum on our fares, no. 

(Mr. Parker ) : Obviously you as a person would be aware 
of the recommendation made 'by the Board and the 
exhortations made by the government. 

(Mr. Crawford ) : May I interrupt simply to point out to 
my learned friend that the charges over this line about 
which Mr. ILloyd is being cross-examined are charges 
initiated by the British Railways Board ; it is a British 
Railways line ; London Transport follow the pattern of 
fares set by the British Railways Board. Therefore insofar 
as my learned friend is asking aibout policy in relation to 
wages and prices and incomes, those questions would be 
better addressed to the British Railways Board witness. 

(President): Surely these are London Transport fares, 
and British Railways fares follow London Transport fares 
on this line ?' 

(Mr. Crawford ) : On this line, I am instructed, we follow 
British Railways ; indeed we are bound so to do. The fares 
charges are British Railways fares. 

(President) : That is the wrong way round, surely, if my 
recollection is right. 

(Mr. Crawford ): There is certainly some confusion of 
thought at this moment behind me. It is the London, 
Tilbury and Southend Line over which our trains are 
running. 

'1003. i (Mr. Parker): I am not asking about what might 
be called the Fenchurch 9treet Line, but about London 
Transport’s Upminster Line 'between Upminster and 
Barking. If the answer is the fares on the line have gone 
up because the British Railways Board has asked London 
Transport to put up the fares, that may be an answer to 
the question, but I did not understand that was right ? — 
That is a piece Of line from Mile End, which is a British 
Railways line — from Bow Road. 

1004. The line from Bow Road to Upminster is British 
Railways’ ? — 'Yes. 

1005. Therefore are the fares which are charged and to 
which FJL 2 relates being applied at the request of British 
Railways ? — Yes. 



1006. Does it follow from that that the increases to 
which I have referred to travellers between different 
stations — although people are getting on London Trans- 
port trains and landing up at Charing Cross or any number 
of other stations — are increases which are being imposed 
upon those passengers because of the British Railways 
Board’s policy ? — Yes, but as you were asking me about 
exhibit 1, and as the fares are the same on our part, I was 
endeavouring to answer. 

1007. In other words the fares to which I have referred 
and your policy of increasing fares in this arbitrary fashion 
is a general policy — when I say arbitrary I mean it has 
not been based on any uniform increase ? — I cannot agree 
on that. 

1008. The effect is not uniform ? — Y es, it is. I was 
going to explain why I regarded them as uniform. 

'1009. I would be interested to hear. — >FJL2 column 3 
is the new maximum fares proposed; and the new fares 
proposed, going up in miles, go up 4d., 8d., Is., Is. 2d., 
II s. 6d., Is. 9d., 2s. etc. This is what one would regard as a 
smoothly graduated table, startling off with differences of 
4d. and then going on to differences of 3d. We regard it as 
more important that the final table put out should run 
smoothly and be properly graduated than that the increases' 
at any particular level should be smooth and properly 
graduated. 

flQlO. 'I follow the reasoning behind what you have 
done, and I dare say from an administrative point of view 
increases of this kind are very much easier to work out and 
impose. — No ; it is just that it is better to have a final table 
that does move with as smooth a graduation as possible, 
because this is what the public understands better. 

'10111. You mean that from a public point of view it is 
better that the increases should perhaps be substantial in 
terms of percentage from one station and not so substantial 
from the next station ? — I think people understand the 
absolute amount of 3d. as an increase more easily than 
being told that their particular fare is being increased by 
so much per cent. It is the absolute 3d. that people under- 
stand better. 



'1012. No doubt people do understand absolute three- 
pences, but if the result is that by imposing, or seeking to 
impose, a scale of this kind the jump is very much greater 
from one station than it is from the next station down the 
line, when the passengers are going in both instances, say, 
to Oharing Cross, quite apart from the passengers’ appre- 
ciating it the effect on their pockets will be considerably 
greater in one instance than in the other? — That must 
'happen ;if you do not alter the 1 mile fare but do alter the 
11 mile fare and so on. 

11013. It is the inevitable consequence of having a fare 
structure of this kind ; but from the point of view of an 
increase in revenue it could have been done in a way which 
would have made the burden on each individual passenger 
considerably more equal ? — We do not think so. Bearing 
in mind what took place last time and Uhe total amount of 
money we have to raise, we think we have done this in the 
most equitable way, and it has produced a table which is 
Clearly understandable and does move in even graduations. 

! 1014. I accept that it is a table which is easily under- 
standable, but as between a passenger travelling to Charing 
Cross from Upminster and one travelling to Charing Cross 
from Barking it is not equitable at all, is it ? — I would have 
thought so, but it is a matter of whether you take absolute 
amounts or percentages. 

■ ' ' 

>1015. 'I come back to the question I was asking a little 
while ago: in coming to that conclusion — that this was the 
best way to do it— no regard was had: by you-^-that id'tO' 
say by London Transport — to the recommendation of the 
'Prices and Incomes Board that annual increases ought not 
'to exceed 31 per cent ? — Certainly we were not given any 
instruction on that by the government in that way. 
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1016. You had no instructions from the government ? 
— Iff you remember — to come back to what was said at the 
'beginning oif this discussion — 'these increases were proposed, 
'I think, in May 1965 and were deferred at the request of 
the government. I do not think at that time the Prices and 
Incomes Board were talking about the figure you have 
mentioned. 



■1017. No, I think that came later. — What we have done 
followed from what was put forward in May 1965. 

(Mr. Parker ) : I follow. 



and consequently, as it is a British Railways line over which 
we merely run some trains we would regard the operative 
scale of fares as that set out in the British Railways order 
in schedule 1, and it so happens that it is conformable 
with the ordinary London Transport scale, because it was 
not thought right that over the section of the line which 
corresponded with a London Transport service they should 
charge more. Consequently the two scales are the same, 
and as far as any application in relation to the scale of 
charges is concerned it would be a matter for British 
Railways, because we think we are simply following their 
scale of charges. 



{Mr. Crawford ): Might I try to elucidate further the 
point I raised in relation to the fares on this particular 
part of the line, and it might help if I did it before the 
'luncheon adjournment. The British Railways Order of 
'1965 has in schedule 1 a scale of fares applicable to the 
Fenchurch Street Lines specifically covering this line, 
including the Upminster to Barking section. It may be a 
sophisticated argument as to who follows whom in relation 
to fares, but British Railways Board have a specific scale. 
If my recollection is right, they did ask that they be able 
•to put up the fares to what is in fact the ordinary British 
Railways scale of fares outside the London area, but they 
were ordered by the tribunal, I think, to maintain a scale 
of fares which did not exceed the London Transport Scale, 



(President): The reason why British Railways hold a 
special scale for these lines is that we wanted to make them 
the same as London Transport ?' 

(Mr. Crawford ) : That is so. 



( President ): So they are really London Transport fares, 
not British Railways fares ? 

(Mr. Crawford): They are fares of British Railways 
conformable with London Transport. British Railways 
fares on this line were brought to a scale which was the 
ordinary London Transport scale. 



(Adjourned for a short time) 



1018. (Mr. Parker) : Mr. Lloyd, before the adjournment 
I was asking you some questions about two matters, really. 
The first matter I was investigating was what consideration 
had been given to the percentage increases in respect of 
■different distances of fare, but die inquiry, as a result of 
certain interventions by my learned friend, had become a 
little wider as to who, in any event, was responsible for 
seeking the increase in fares and to whom these questions 
ought properly to be directed. The position, as I under- 
stand it, is this, that under the 1965 Orders that were made 
and approved by this Tribunal the fares on this section of 
'the line are the same. I't does not matter whether one looks 
at the London Fares, British Railways’ Order, or if one 
looks at the London Fares, London Transport Order, the 
charge is the same in terms of mileage as far as this section 
of this line is concerned. That is right, us it not ? — The 
figures are the same. 

11019. >lf you are going to Charing Cross from 
Upminster the amount the customer pays does not vary 
according to which of the two 1965 Orders one looks at ? 
— As I understand it, the authority to charge is, I believe, 
on British Railways. 

•1020. 'But the scale appears in the schedules to both 
Orders. — That is because the scale of charges as identical in 
figures to the London Transport Order. But, as I under- 
stand it, the authority to charge is vested in British 
Railways. 

'1021. Let us just pursue that matter a little further. 
You say this is British Railways’ line that these trains are 
going over ? — Yes. 

'1022. It is British Railways’ line as far as the stations 
'I have been talking about are concerned ? — Yes. 

1023. Does anybody buying a ticket, say, at Barking 
for Charing Cross, hand his money to a London Transport 
employee or a British Railways’ employee ?— It depends 
•which end he buys the ticket. If it is at Barking, then it is 
a British Railways’ employee ; if it is at Charing Cross, it 
is a London Transport employee. 

1024. I was in faot asking if he bought it at Barking 
for Charing Cross. He is handing his money to a British 
Railways’ employee, is he ? — Yes. 

'1025. And physically in the first instance British 
Railways keep the money, do they ? — Yes. 



1027. And they keep the money '? — Yes, they take the 
money. The decision as to how much of the fare is kept 
■is the amount that arises in PJL5, item No. 4 “British 
Railways. The net clearances receivable from British Rail- 
ways.” That figure of £2,907,000 is, in fact, the plussing 
and minusing of such types of fare purchased as you 
■instance. 



'1028. I see. The rolling stock running into Charing 
Cross from these stations is London Transport rolling 
stock ? — It is owned by London Transport. 



1029. (Bt has got London Transport written on it ? — 
Yes; but once that train goes past Mile End Station and 
comes to Bow Road, it is then, as I think was explained, in 
effect on hire to British Railways. 



1030. I't is a sort of notional hire ?— It is an aotual hire. 
It is under their control. It is their line and it is under 
their control, they issue t'he orders. 



U03'I . iBut the staff might be either British Railways’ 
or London Transport staff ?— Yes. But the station staff are 

British Pa.itiA/nv* 



1032. What about the drivers ?— -The drivers are Lon- 
don Transport, but they are on hire in exactly the same 
way as of you hire a bus with the driver attached. They 
pay for the number of journeys that the train makes over 
their lines. 



v. travelling, say, from Dagenham to 

Fenchurch Street would be travelling, I suppose, on a 
British Railways’ train ? — Yes. 

1034. With British Railways’ staff ? — Yes. 

1035. 'Would that route at any stage go across London 
Transport track ?— No. 

•1036. Not at all ?— iNo. 

1037. So that I have got the picture clear, the real 
decision to apply for these increases in respect of this 
section of the line, as I understand it, is a British Railways’ 
decision rather than yours. They were the instigators of 
the Application ? — Yes, it is their application. 

1038. Out you make it also ?— Not as I understand it 
no ; it is not part of our railway. 



1026. Then on the return journey, if you have only 
bought a single, you hand the money to a London Trans- 
port employee at Charing Cross 7 — Yes 



'1039. Although, of course, the passengers come under 
your jurisdiction at Bow Road ?_Oh yes, it is then on our 
line of railway. 
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U040. And part of the fare they pay goes to your 
revenue ? — Yes, the part in respeot of their journey from 
Bow Road. 

'1041 . Similarly in the other direction ? — Yes. 

11042. One matter with regard to FJL4 that I would 
■like to ask you about is this : perhaps I can preface it by 
reminding you that you agreed with me this morning that, 
in broad terms, the percentage increases were greater in 
respect off single ticket fares at the shorter journey than 
with rgard to the longer journey. — 'Yes. 

1043. Subject to the proviso that in some of the short 
fares there has been no increase ? — Yes. 

il044. The reverse, in broad terms, seems to be the 
position with regard to season tickets. — Yes. 

11045. One notices, looking at Sheet 1 of FJL4, that at 
the 4 mile end Of the scale the percentage increase is 1.8. — 
Yes. 

'1046. Which is well below what we might call the 
recommended no pm of the Prices and Incomes Board. But 
it rises at 5.9 at 29 miles ? — Yes. 

1047. Dropping again to 2.1 at 50 ? — Yes. 

'1048. 1 did understand you to say this morning that the 
majority of your passengers were passengers on short 
journeys rather than long ones ? — This was on ordinary 
fares and, of course, it is on our ordinary fares and not on 
our season tickets. 

1049. il am glad to have that clarified. The same posi- 
tion does not apply on short journeys in relation to season 
tickets ? — No, the weight is much more at Che longer fare ; 
and, o'f course, it applies only to the railway ticket and not 
to the buses. 

1050. 'But this schedule FLJ 4 does relate to railway 
tickets ? — Oh yes. It was just that not only did the state- 
ment I made about the weight of traffic at short distances 
relate to railways, but it related even more so to the buses. 

'1051. Does it apply to both on single tickets, buses and 
trains, or only buses ?— ft applies to both, but it applies 
even more so to buses than it does to trains. 

'1052. I was wondering if you could advance any 
explanation as to why Che percentage increase in season 
ticket rates is so much lower at the 4, 5 and 6 mile range 
than it is at somewhere between 26 and 30 miles ?— Well, 
■it is partly because of where the weight of the travel is. But 
in addition, if you could look at sheet No. 2 (that is the 
monthly season ticket rates), it is our custom to make the 
monthly season ticket rate, so to speak, the base season 
ticket rate, and having calculated the table off monthlies 
there is then an automatic way of getting to the weeklies 
and there is an automatic way of getting to the three 
monthlies. 

■1053. There is a special formula ?— Oh yes. But the 
point I wanted to make was that in looking at the monthly 
rates on FJ'L 4 sheet 2, we did in fact try on this occasion 
to end up with a maximum scale proposed (that is column 
3) which in fact had a very smooth progression from mile 
to mile. We usually work here in shilling groups and we 
have made an effort there to smooth off the maximum 
scale proposed rather than to get an identical percentage 
increase at each step on the scale. This partly accounts 
for why the percentage figures appear a little bit erratic ; 
sometimes it is 2.3 and the next one is up to 5.9, and that 
is a point I think you were making. 

1054. That is one off the paints I was making, yes.— 
The reason for this is we felt it had reached a stage where 
it was an opportunity to look at the whole table and to 
give a smooth progression for the final table that is 
presented to the public. 



>1055. If you would be so kind as to look at the percent- 
age increases on FJL4, sheet 2 between 16 and 20 miles, 
one sees that at 16 it is 5.6, at 17 5.4, at 18 4.4, and then it 
drops down and 19 is 4!3 and 20 is 3.4? — Yes. Iff you 
would look at the corresponding figures in column 3 you 
will find that we have so arranged it that the difference 
between each rate charged for each mile differs by exactly 
5s. each step, it moves smoothly in 5s., and the only way to 
do that was that in certain places we had to put on 7s. and 
in certain other places 5s. 

*1056. That is the point you were making in relation to 
single ticket fares, is it not ? You call is a smooth progres- 
sion and there may be argument about whether that is 
the right way Of describing it, but it is based upon a rise 
in monetary units ? — Yes. People expect, I think, that the 
progression of the final table you produce will move 
reasonably smoothly mile by mile. 

'1057. What is a little odd is that the increase at 16 
miles is 5.6 in a mile, an increase of 7s., and then at a 
higher mileage at 25 there is only a 4s. increase, 2.3 in a 
mile ? — That particular feature arises entirely due to the 
smoothing off the main table. 

11058. You may very well be right about that, but the 
fact is that at 25 miles the increase is 4s., at 20 miles the 
increase is 5s., at 18 miles the increase is 6s. ? — Yes. 

'1059. 'But go on to 26 miles, where the increase is 5s„ 
and 27 miles where it is 7s. ?— Yes. 



11060. Quite apart from percentages, there are rather 
erratic variations in the amount of increase, are there not ? 
— Yes, this happens. This is inevitable if you alter these 
things when you are working, as we are here, in units of a 
shilling. But we felt on this occasion there was an oppor- 
tunity to end up with a reasonably progressive final table, 
which we think is more important than making certain that 
in this case the increase is identical. 

'1061. 'I think there was a statement by you to the effect 
that the average increase in monthly season ticket rates was 
5 per cent. Would that be accurate, or almost accurate ? — 
I was just trying to find that precise figure. It is in one of 
these documents somewhere, I think FJL 5, item No. 2 : on 
receipts of £6.300,000 we estimate that we would get 
£258,000, which is about 4 per cent average throughout. 

1062. About 4 per cent ? — Yes, gross. The figures are 
■there. The percentage is not worked out for you, but it is 
£258,000 on a total of £6,300,000, and that is 4.09 per cent 
I am advised. 

'1063. 'Is it possible to ascertain what the percentage 
increase is, on an average, in relation to single fares ?— The 
percentage is also given, again, on FJ'L 5. On the ordinary 
■fares and the cheap ones it is on line 1 , on the railways : 
£2,746,000 gross on a total off £26,170,000, which is just 
over 10 per cent. It is 10.76 per cent, to be preoise, for 
ordinary tickets. 

■1064. One other matter I would like to ask you about 
in relation to this line, and again the answer may be that 
really it is not your responsibility, buit I would like to find 
out from you whether it is or not. On the Upminster line 
there used until February of this year to be an off-peak 
cheap-day return ? — I think that would be a matter of 
■policy. 

1065. .Ils it right that there used to be one ? — Yes. 

1066. Is it right that those off-peak cheap-day tickets 
were abolished ? — Yes. 

11067. Is it right that that was very shortly after British 
Railways had their Application to increase their fares on 
the Fendhurch Street line rejected by this Tribunal ?— I 
think you must ask that off the British Railways people, 
because that is a matter of policy. 
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'1068. What you mean is it is nothing to do with London 
Transport that -those cheap-day off-peak fares have been 
abolished ? — No. The management of this line is entirely 
Within the jurisdiction of British Railways. 

1069. And the tickets which were issued were issued by 
British Railways, were they ? — Yes. 

•1070. The result, of course, is that as far as any member 
•of the public is concerned, it looks, on the face of it, as if 
the Upminster line from Upminster to Barking is the only 
part of the London Transport system which does not issue 
a cheap-day off-peak ticket. 

[President): Where are you getting to, Mr. Parker, 
because I am only dealing with maximum fares, not cheap- 
day fares. 

10711. {Mr. Parker): I appreciate that point, siir. The 
question, of course, really relates to the question of the 

Cross-examined I 

1073. [Mr. Hawkings): I am representing the Harrow 
Public Transport Users, the Pinner Association and the 
Association of Public Transport Users, sir. (To the 
witness): Mr. Lloyd, are you familiar with Her Majesty’s 
Government White Paper, Command 2639, called Prices 
and Incomes Policy, which indicates that one of the major 
objectives of National policy is to “'keep the general level 
of prices stable ” ? — 1 have a copy and I know it in 
general, but I would not claim to be an expert on it. 

1074. ’It is only a general question, Mr. Lloyd. If you 
have a copy in front of you, you will see in paragraph 8 : 
“The Government regard the nationalised industries as 
being under the same obligations as private enterprises to 
contribute to the general objective of price stability, while 
taking account Of their financial and social obligations.” — 
Yes. 

11075. -Do you accept that as applying to the Board ? — 
Yes. 

1076. 'In paragraph 9 of that White Paper you will see : 

“ Enterprises will not be expected to raise their prices 
except in the following circumstances,” and there follow 
four oircumstances. Would you care to indicate which of 
these four you feel justifies an increase in fares ?— I would 
like to refer you to paragraph 15, if I may. I do this 
because I do not think it is any secret that the main part of 
our expenses is the payment of the people that we employ. 
About 70 per cent of our revenue goes out in that way and, 
therefore, the money which we pay to our employees has 
a very large bearing on the amount of revenue which we 
have to raise, and in paragraph 15 it indicates that: 
“Exceptional pay increases should be confined to the 
following circumstances ” and in (ii) it says “ where it is 
essential in the National interest to secure a change in the 
distribution of manpower,” and I would remind you that 
part olf the reason we are unable to operate as large and 
effective a bus service as we would like, particularly in the 
area you represent, is due to the shortage of drivers. The 
third part of this paragraph is: “where there is general 
recognition that existing wage and salary levels are too 
low to maintain a reasonable standard of living ; (iv) -where 
there is widespread recognition that the pay of a certain 
group of workers has fallen seriously out of line with the 
level of remuneration for similar work.” Now partly 
because of the rates of pay prevalent among other workers 
in the areas which you represent we have raised the levels 
of our drivers’ pay and this has caused up to require to 
put up our fares. We would regard this as not being — and 
I think the fact that our proposals were approved by the 
■Minister of Transport in putting them forward indicates 
that it is not — out of court with 'this publication. 

11077. Could you give the Court some indication of the 
successes of the measures taken to increase output per 
employee as measured in financial terms ? — I do not think 
■I can do any more, really, than Mr. Evershed indicated to 
the Court when he gave his evidence on the financial effect 
of certain improvements in efficiency. 



revenue which could be obtained by the sale of such tickets. 
The abolition of them must necessarily reduce such 
revenue, or might well reduce the revenue which was 
available either to London Transport or British Rail. That 
is the relevance of the point, but it may be they are 
questions which would better be put to British Railways ? 
—4 would be obliged. I was trying to help you on the 
formation of our tables because although they were using 
our tables and our fares we in fact 'had a hand in producing 
our own tables and so 1 felt justified in answering questions 
on -this. But I do not feel justified in answering questions 
on decision of policy as to what Lype of ticket they have 
or how they do it on their part of the line. 

'1072. 'In any event, as 1 understand your answers, any 
revenue which may have been lost is a loss to British Rail- 
ways and not to London Transport ?•- -Yes. 

{President): Has Mr. Hawkings got any questions? 

{Mr. Hawkings): Yes, sir. 
f Mr. Hawkings 

1078. I aim sorry to have to come back to Che Metro- 
politan Line again but it is an area in which the Association 
I represent are particularly interested. We have found the 
schedules in the draft order rather confusing. In order to 
simplify the matter, could you tell me what the single fare 
is between North Harrow and Baker Street, Pinner and 
Baker Street and Rayners Lane, as at present beling 
charged, and as they will be charged if the Application for 
a further increase is granted ? — Yes. Tf I take Rayners 
Lane to Baker Street, the distance is 111.03 miles 

(Mr. Molony) : Could we have what was asked for ? 
North Harrow is what was asked for. 



(Mr. Crawford) : With respect, Rayners Lane was asked 
Ifor as well. 



(Mr. Molony ) : I did not hear that. 

[The Witness): Do I understand you want North Harrow 
first ? 

(Mr. Molony): I thought that was what was asked for 
and I am interested in the answer. I missed the reference 
to Rayners Lane. 

{President) : No doubt Mr. Hawkings will put a supple- 
mentary question. 

'1079. (Mr. Hawkings): I do not mind which order they 
come in. I asked for the single fares between Baker Street 
and Rayners Lane, North Harrow and Pinner so that I can 
make some comparisons.— The first one is Baker Street to 
Rayners Lane. The distance is 1'1.03 miles, the fare which 
•was being charged before the 16th January was 2s. 9d., 
after the 16tJh January it is 3s. Od. and if this Application 
is approved it will still be 3s. Od. The position between 
Baker Street and North Harrow is the distance is 10.63 
miles, the pre-January 16th fare was 2s. 9d., the fare after 
the 16th January is 2s. l'ld., and the fare which would be 
charged if this Application as successful is 3's. Od. The 
distance from Baker Street to Pinner is 111.54 miles, and the 
respective fares are 3s. 0d., 3s. Id., and 3s. 3d. 

4080. Dealing with the fare to Pinner, I notice from 
what you have just said that it would be increased by 2d. 
although there is about 2 miles only beyond Harrow for 
which the increase is id. a mile. 'It seems, therefore, that 
you have adopted a course of charging for one journey, 
entirely over London Transport lines, a fare which is 
reached by adding together the separate fares for two 
separate journeys making up the whole journey. Can you, 
please, tell me what authority there is in the draft order 
for reaching a fare by that means ? — I did state in answer 
•to a question this morning that we were advised that the 
present Order— that is the Order that exlists— permits us to 
charge a maximum fare when a person travels from Baker 
Street to Pinner on the basis of the addition of the two 
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local fares from Baker Street to Harrow and from Harrow 
to Pinner. That is the amount of maximum fare which the 
Order permits us to charge. I added, of course, that we do 
not always charge the maximum, we frequently charge 
rather less than that ; but that is what we were advised the 
Order permits us to do. 

11081. 1 did hear that this morning. My question was: 
where in the draJft order is there authority to charge a fare 
to a passenger for one journey by adding two separate fares 
together ? — I rather think this is a legal point. 

{Mr. Crawford): Insofar as my friend Mr. Hawkings is 
raising a question of interpretation of the Order, perhaps 
it is a matter which would be better dealt with later rather 
than through the witness. This has historically always been 
done, of course, and the answer no doubt lies in the 
proper interpretation of paragraphs 5 and 6 of the Order, 
which are merely reproducing what has been so in the 
past. I do not wish to put Mr. Lloyd to the duty of having 
'to answer what is purely a matter of legal interpretation, 
nor, of course, do I wish Mr. Hawkings to be debarred 
from putting such points to the witness as seem appropriate. 

{President):' Mr. Hawkings, if does not really look as 
though Mr. Lloyd can give you much assistance on this 
matter. If you have a point on this, you will no douibt 
make it in argument, and Mr. Crawford or Mr. Fay (or 
whoever it is) will reply on it. 

■1082. (Mr. Hawkings): Thank you, Sir. (To the 
Witness) : I want to ask you on what grounds you justify a 
future fare of 3s. 3d. for the journey from Pinner to Baker 
Street, 11 .54 miles which you would treat as 12 miles, and 
a fare of 3s. Od. from Rayners Lane to Baker Street for 
111 .03 miles, which again I imagine would be taken as 12 
m'iles ?— The answer is simply that the Rayners Lane one is 
based entirely on the London Transport scale of fares. The 
Pinner one comes in this, being an area under which the 
Special Conditions apply, and British Railways’ 3 id. per 
mile applies. This is the sole reason. 

'1083. In your Written Case you refer to the reason for 
the separate scale as a “ common operation and traffic 
characteristics.” I think we may have established that there 
is no “ common operation ” so far as the Pinner fare is 
concerned, because the British Railways’ trains no longer 
call there ?— Thait is the part I am not entirely in agreement 
with because this system of lines, which I have endeavoured 
to set out on FJL 9, does indicate that there is an inter- 
working oif trains over this track. If you remember, we 
did in fact four-track part of it, and we have taken it over 
so that the maximum possible use is made of the line, to 
give the maximum service to this group of stations 
whether the trains are diesel or whether they are electric— 
and also the feature is that all these stations have in fact 
trains running info London which are quite different. They 
are fast trains which are limited stop trains. They are 
quite different from the normal underground service in the 
middle where the trains stop at every station. 

11084 Would you say one of the reasons for charging 
increased rate of fares on that line is, then, the quality of 
the service ?— I did not say “ quality ” ; the type of service. 



of the 6d. fare, which was increased by 33 per cent to 8d., 
and when we have regard to the fact that this is a very 
popular fare on buses but Where, if a person wants to travel 
just a few hundred yards he could get off and walk and 
save 4d. do you not think there will be a higher fail-back 
on that fare than on any other fare and is it, at the same 
time, the only fare that has had such a high increase ? 
Would you not feel that that increase of the 6d. fare to 8d., 
particularly insofar as it relates to buses, has in fact 
reached the point of being self-defeating ? — No. If you 
will look at FJL 6 in which we set out all the bases in 
column 7, we set out the discounts, the estimated loss and 
the estimated drop-back of passengers at the 6d. fare. We 
estimate that we would lose 7\ per cent of those passengers, 
and 10 per cent of the passengers would in fact drop back 
and take a 4d. fare. Those percentages are high, but they 
are not self-defeating financially on that basis. One of the 
reasons you see here (in this particular increase) the 4d. 
fare and the 8d. fare has not been increased and there is 
quite a large amount of abstraction, very large, at those 
'two levels of fare. 

'1088. Our Association are very interested in the efforts 
you are making to .improve productivity and efficiency, 
particularly in connection with automatic fare collection ? 
— Yes. 

1089. Am I right in the information we have received, 
that at some stations where you have introduced automatic 
fare collection the receipts have risen as much as £20 a 
day ? — We have not, as yet, introduced the full system at 
any station. We have at one or two stations, where we 
have entrance gates on an experimental basis, and we have 
lit at other stations where we have exit gates, but you are 
correct. Part of our experience, when we put the gates in, 
was that there was an increase of people paying when they 
entered. 

'1090. Would you care to make any comment on the 
suggestion that the increase has been up to £20 a day ? — I 
have not that particular figure available, I am afraid. 

H09I1 . Perhaps we might be able to get evidence on that 
particular point. 

{President): Supposing it were £20 a day, what sort of 
percentage would it be ?— That is what I was thinking, Sir. 
1 do not have that figure with me. There is only really 
Turnham Green, and it was in fact— the station was chosen 
for this experiment, where it was not a typical station but 
it was a station where there would be a very big pressure 
on the barriers, in order to see iff this type of barrier would 
■work. I would not like it to be regarded as a typical station 
throughout the whole off the system. 

>1092. {Mr. Hawkings): If it is possible to produce that 
figure, my Association would be interested because you will 
see the significance of this. If it was possible to increase 
receipts by £20 a day, for 365 days of the year at over 200 
stations, we would get into the million figure, and the 
potential increase there would be off some significance. — 
I think I slightly misunderstood your question ; I under- 
stood you to ask how much more was collected at that 
station. The evidence is not that everybody who paid a 
fare at that station would in fact have travelled free. 



11085. Would you make a further comment on this 
point ? I see, from the published timetables, that between 
7 30 a.m. and 9.30 a.m. there are 21 trains from Rayners 
Lane Station into London, including six fast trains, whereas 
from Pinner and North Harrow, in the same period, there 
are only 17 trains, including five fast trains to London. 
Would it not appear that that type of service offered from 
Rayners Lane is better than that from Pinner ? — I think 
the type is not perhaps dissimilar, but the Rayners Lane 
side is held down because off the Piccadilly Line. 



11086. You mean the fares are held down, but die 
service, if anything, is better ? — ®f you go that particular 
way, no. 



1087. 1 see. The 1964 Report, page 29, paragraph 134, 
says that “ fare increases are approaching the point where 
they could become self-defeating.” When we come to thunk 



H093. IMy question was: W'hat was the increase at that 
station per day ? — 'But you cannot in fact simply say that 
that increase would be an addition to our gross receipts, 
because there is a tendency, if there is a queue, for certain 
people to walk away and pay at the other end ; I accept 
some of them might not pay, 'but I would not accept that 
they all do not pay. 

1094. 'Most people of course buy a ticket before they 
commence their journey in accordance with the Regula- 
tions. However, that question does lead, I think, to a 
substantial amount of potential increase in fares, and, as I 
say, our Association were very interested in that part. If 
•the system is etxended and becomes fully operative, would 
■there be a further saving of ticket collectors 7— We would 
•hope so. We are pressing ahead with these developments ; 
'they are extremely intricate and we are making progress, 
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•but it is not something which is going to come in over- 
night. I think the answer would be we would hope to 
reduce fraudulent travel, and we would also hope to reduce 
■the need for some of these ticket collectors. We will prob- 
ably have one person as a ticket manager, or something, 
■who would be there, and where you have stations with 
several ticket collectors, we would be able to reduce them. 

1095. Is it possible to put any target figure in saving in 
that respect, long term ? — I think this is not possible at 
the present moment, because it is going to be a consider- 
able numlber of years before the whole system is enclosed. 

1096. In the 1964 Report we read, at page 18, para- 
graph 75, that it was necessary to close booking offices 
temporarily, due to lack of staff ? — Yes. 

1097. Was this position any better for 1965 ? — I would 
have to have a look at that. It is one of those things which 
varies from different stations. There are some 400 to 500 
booking offices, and it fluctuates from time to time. I 
would have thought broadly the situation was very similar 
but I would have to look at it. 



11098. The question I was leading to was this: Can 
you give the Tribunal an estimate for loss off revenue 
due to the fact that booking offices have been closed 
for a particular length of period ? — I do not think it 
would be possible, because, on the whole, it is more of a 
serious inconvenience to passengers than a loss of revenue. 
Frequently there will be only one window open instead 
of two, and it means people have to wait, rather than to 
get the rapid attention that we would wish them to get. 

{Mr. Hawkings): Those are all the questions I have 
to ask, Sir. When I come to make my representation, 

I propose to put in live exhibits. Would it be convenient 
if I handed them in now, so that they can be printed in 
the proceedings, and so are available to all parties ? 

Cross-examined 

1099. I am sorry to have to carry on further with 
an examination of FJL 3. I know it is only a matter 
of some £7,000, but the faot it has taken up so much 
time already is an indication of the unfairness to many 
of us, which has been occasioned by the London Transport 
Application, to charge these fares, particularly on the 
Harrow to Amersham section, and this provides many 
of the items 



(. President ): Mr. Sturch, are you making a speech, 
because if so, this is not the right time to make it. 

{Mr. Sturch) : No, Sir. 



( President ) : What I would like you to do at this stage 
is to ask Mr. Lloyd any questions which you want to 
put to him. 

1100. (Mr. Sturch) : Thank you. Sir. {To the Witness) : 
The point has been referred to off the service, Moor Park 
and Rickmansworth, provided by British Railways. It 
has, I think, already been established that the service only 
operates in the off-peak, and I think to the tune of 13 
trains per day.— You are referring to the diesel off-peak. 

1103. Yes, which serve Moor Park and Rickmans- 
worth. There are 13 trains per day which were introduced 
in 1964, were they not ?— You are referring to the service 
which is one tra'in per hour, which runs into Marylebone ? 

1102. Which runs outside the peak period, because 
there is no such service between 6.20 and 10.20, and 
between 17.20 and 20.20 at Moor Park and there are 13 
trains a day. — If you wish to go there in the peak you 
change at Harrow. 

1103. I am trying to establish the British Railways’ 
trains which serve these two particular stations— we have 
one an hour from the Northwood/ Pinner group of stations, 



{President): Yes, I think that would be a convenient 
course, Mr. Hawkings. 

{Mr. Hawkings): Thank you, Sir. {Documents handed). 
{President) : Is Mr. Sturch here ? 



{Mr. Sturch): Yes, Sir. 



{President): Do you wish to cross-examine Mr. Lloyd ? 
{Mr. Sturch) : Yes please Sir. 



(Mr. Crawford): I wonder, Sir, if Mr. Hawkings has 
copies of these exhibits available to us ? We have not 
yet seen them. 



(Mr. Hawkings): I hope they would be printed with 
the proceedings, but I did send a copy by post to the 
Board a week before Of exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 4. 



(Mr. Crawford): Perhaps I might look at what has 
been put in, and check them ? 

{President): Mr. Hawkings, will you make sure that 
they have some sort of identification number on them, so 
that we can refer to them easily ? 



(Mr. Hawkings): Yes they have, Sir. They will be 
OMH 1, 2 and so on. 



(Mr . Crawford) : We do not appear to have document 
5, if Mr. Hawkings could let us have that. 



(Mr. Hawkings): Yes. {Document handed), 
by Mr. Sturch 



but my Committee feel that the charges Which are pro- 
posed under FJL 3 should not apply at Moor Park and 
Rickmansworth. There is no British Railways’ service 
during the morning and evening peaks, but there is a 
service in the off-peak period. I wanted to establish that 
that was only a temporary service. 

{President): I am sorry to interrupt you, Mr. Sturch, 
but you seemed to be making a speech again. We shall 
be very pleased to hear you at some further moment in 
time, but at this present time will you confine yourself to 
asking Mr. Lloyd any questions you wish, and if there are 
not any, well, we will defer the pleasure of hearing you. 

L104. (Mr. Sturch): Thank you, Sir. (To the Witness): 
Do you agree this is a temporary off-peak service intro- 
duced towards the end of 1964 ?— No ; you put me in some 
difficulty here because as I have tried to indicate, on this 
line we have rebuilt it with a four-track system, and we 
have reorganised this service, and these are our set of lines 
from Harrow to Marylebone. It is not, as it was 
previously, a British Railways’ diesel running on its own. 
The Whole thing is integrated, and we have endeavoured 
'to provide at the* stations— we have in fact endeavoured 
to provide many more services into London, whether to 
Marylebone or Baker Street or Liverpool Street. Whether 
the train happens to be a diesel or an electric one we do 
not think is relevant. We are not endeavouring to provide 
a particular type ; we are providing a service, and I do 
not think you can take out one particular train and say 
that is a particular service. It has been combined. 

1105. I wanted to establish the point that there is a 
lesser service in fact because these trains stop at Moor 
Park and Rickmansworth, and before the 27th January, 
1964 — I have the Press announcement here from London 
Transport when they cancelled the London Transport 
trains, one per hour on the Amersham Line 'in the off-peak, 
and eventually, after a recommendation from the Trans- 
port Users Consultative Committee a temporary stop was 
made a‘t Moor Park and Rickmansworth ? — I think broadly 
m the off-peak, that is correct. 
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1106. Thank you. Earlier on you made the point that 
one of the features that British Railways provided over 
this line was that passengers could change at Harrow for 
the Northwood/'Finner group of stations in to London. — 
To Marylebone. 

1107. We have established that is also available from 
the Uxbridge Line ? — Yes. 

1108. You also made the point that you can travel in 
the opposite direction from the Pinner group of stations 
outwards and that was a service which was provided ? — 
Yes. 

1 109. What proportion of the traffic arising from the 
Pinner group of stations was towards London and how 
much was outwards ? — I would think very largely it was 
in to London. 

MHO. So you would agree really the service that 
British Railways provide for the outward direction is 
rea'lly insignificant ? — Originating at Pinner, quite small. 

1111. Earlier you made the statement you considered 
that the new services which were provided in 1962 were 
an improvement on the previous services in the Pinner 
group of stations ? — Yes. 

1112. You said the new service of 12 trains replaced a 
service of 8 trains ? — Yes. 

1113. Do you agree, prior to 1962, Northwood also 
had, in the same peak period, an additional three British 
Railways’ trains ? — I d'id not know it was as many as 
'three ; I thought British Railways were very erratic in 
their provision. I will 'have that checked. 

1114. I think you will find that it is correct. Are you 
aware there is a dispute between the residents on that Tine 
and London Transport that the service is in fact better 
now than if was before 1962 ?— Which of these stations ? 

I1I1IT5. Iln particular the Pinner group of stations, and 
that the T.U.C.C. for London have been considering this 
for a long while, and have made certain recommendations 
to you for increasing the service ? I ask you because I 
want to agree that there is a dispute that the service is 
indeed better ? — T would not have accepted there was a 
dispute that the service was better ; I thought what they 
were endeavouring to get was an even better service ? 

1111116. You might say there are 12 trains serving that 
section, but the dispute is because four of them are not 
attractive to the passengers because they are passed by 
faster trains. Do you agree ? — l am sorry ; would you 
repeat that ? 

1117. I want to establish that we are in dispute, that 
the service is indeed a better one ; you say there are 12 
trains on this line compared with 8 previously, but four 
of the present 12 are not attractive because they are passed, 
the following trains getting to London before them. — I 
think you have got my diagram there, have you not ? 

1118. Yes, but it does not show the passing times. — 
No, but it is only a matter of a minute or two. 

'1>1119. The point I am trying to make is there is a 
dispute between the railways and this group of stations 
and London Transport that the service is indeed better ? — 
I think the argument is that they want a better service 
than they have got now. This is the argument they are 
putting forward. 

1120. And as that is being dealt with in another place, 
perhaps it would be better if I left it. I have made my 
point. Do you think it is a little odd that there is, on the 
Upminster/Barking line, a very good service of British 
Railways’ trains in to Fenchurch Street, far superior to 
the service offered on this branch of the line by British 
Railways into Marylelbone, and that a similar application 



for fares is not being made on that branch ? — I must 
remind you that policy matters in connection with the 
services east Of Bow Road should be address to my 
colleague of British Railways. This is their responsibility, 
the policy on this particular piece of railway. 

1121. We have also established that there is a similar 
service on the. Uxbridge branch to that on the Pinner and 
Watford branch. Do you not think it is odd that this 
application is not being made in respect of that, which 
would indicate that this is in fact a selective increase ? — 
You might put it that way but the Uxbridge one is held 
down because of the Piccadilly Line which runs there 
and which stops at every station. We have regarded 
this other piece of line as much akin to the British 
Railways’ suburban trains. 

(Mr. S lurch): Those are all the points I wish to make. 
Sir. 

( President ): Mr. Crawford, I understand Mr. Batchelor 
is here, but he finds it somewhat inconvenient to be here 
at any other time. Unless it would inconvenience you 
seriously, I thought we would hear what he had to say 
before you commence your re-examination of Mr. Lloyd 7 

(Mr. Crawford): In those circumstances, I would not 
wish to incommode Mr. Batchelor, Sir, and it would indeed 
be convenient to hear what he has to say. 

( President ): Very well ; Mr. Batchelor, will you come 
and make your statement now, please ? 

(Mr. Batchelor) : Thank you. Sir. 

( President ) : I understand you represent the Ealing, 
Hillingdon and Southall Trades Councils Joint Transport 
Committee 7 

(Mr. Batchelor ): Yes, that is so, Sir. 

( President ) : What would you like to say 7 

(Mr. Batchelor): I would like to thank you, Mr. 
President, and the Court, for allowing us to come, as we 
are rather pressed for time. I have Mr. Cheesman here, 
Who is Secretary of the Council. 

I propose to read through a statement which has been 
prepared by the Committee as a whole, a copy of which 
has been sent to London Transport, and a copy is in the 
possession of the President. 

1 now propose to read through (he statement formally 
put in by the Committee in this particular Area : Objec- 
tions to Application for fares increases by London Trans- 
port Board. 

This Committee was set up by the three Trades Councils 
concerned nearly three years ago to seek improvement in 
public transport services in that area of West Middlesex 
which lies to the west of the London Transport Under- 
ground railhead at Ealing Broadway Station in which the 
population is largely dependent on London Transport’s 
bus services. The Committee is composed of representa- 
tives of upwards of 25,000 Trades Unionists and their 
families the majority of whom are users of public 
transport. 

The Committee objects to this application for fares 
increases by the London Transport Board on three main 
grounds : 

(1) That there is a continuing deterioration in the bus 
services provide by the Board. 

(2) That the increases Will cause hardship particularly 
to those sections of the community which are the most 
vulnerable, the Old Age Pensioners, the infirm, housewives 
and children. 
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<3) That the fares increases will lead to still further 
deterioration in bus services and inevitably to further fares 
increases. 

These objections are stated more clearly in what I shall 
say now : 

(1) Bus services have been continually worsening for a 
number of years, indeed this is the very reason for the 
setting up of this Committee in 'the autumn of 1963. 
This deterioration is one aspect of the vicious spiral in 
which increases in fares plays a large part and the pattern 
of which runs on with : fares increases, fall an passenger 
loadings, increasing congestion on the roads leading to 
delays and long waits for passengers at bus stops and 
frustration for the bus crews, loss of staff, cutting of bus 
frequencies, further loss of passengers, and inevitably 
further fares increases. In the half-hour of time alloted 
to the Transport Users Consultative Committee to give the 
only evidence that was given on behalf of the public at 
the Phelps-Brown Inquiry in 1964, the T.U.C.C. stated 
that they had no Objection to the Board’s application for 
fares increases at that time on the understanding that 
the Board would provide the public with a better service. 
Such an undertaking was given by the Board at that time. 
Yet, since then, there have been further cuts in buses, 
the first of which took place within a few months of the 
Phelps-Brown Inquiry itself. The three Area Traffic 
Schemes introduced by the Board last October with much 
advance publicity on their supposed benefits to the public 
brought such an instantaneous worsening of bus services 
in West London that within weeks factories, offices and 
tenants’ associations were spontaneously circulating 
petitions. A petition, which has been circulating in the 
area for the past three months, already has over 15,000 
signatures on it urging the Minister of Transport to 
intervene. 

fn the face of this deterioration of the service provided 
to the public we consider it a monstrous imposition by 
the Board to apply now for fares increases which in fact 
they have been operating since January. 

Whilst, of course, we fully appreciate the Minister of 
Transport’s intervention at that particular stage, never- 
theless this was in January, we are now in April, and 
we are objecting to what went up in January. We there- 
fore submit to this Tribunal that it should reject this 
application for fares increases by the Board. 

<2) While any fares increases affect all transport users 
and make a contribution to the inflationary spiral in the 
economy which the Government is attempting to combat, 
it hits particularly hard at those sections of the community 
who are living on small fixed incomes or with small 
incomes generally. The hardest hit of all are the Gld Age 
Pensioners and the crippled and infirm who are almost 
entirely dependent on the public transport services for their 
existence, for their social life and for their entertainment. 
The addition of a few coppers to every journey they make, 
whether it be to the shops, to visit relations or friends, 
or just to get to the open spaces of London is a heavy 
burden to the pensioners, and it would be an act of cruelty 
to impose on them still further these increases. Off-peak 
buses have generally been the hardest hit by cuts in 
frequency and the housewife with her children Will be 
faced not only with the frustrations of long waits for buses 
in the off-peak periods but having to pay more for her 
journeys to, between and back from the shops, adding to 
the shopping bill. As any fares increases apply indiscrimi- 
nately to all members of the community, we believe the 
Tribunal should reject the Board’s application for fares 
increases due to the hardship that will be caused to these 
most vulnerable sections of the people of London. 

i( 3 ) We have already referred to the vicious spiral of 
deterioration ,in London Transport Board’s services and 
'have pointed out the role that increased fares play in 



this. Unless improvements in service are coupled with 
any application for an increase in fares it is inevitable 
that there will be a reduction dn passenger loadings 
following any such increases. In the particular circum- 
stances of a public transport undertaking such as the 
London Transport Board, such a loss of passengers means 
that, passengers make their journeys by other means, 
■Whether by foot, by bicycle, moped or motorcycle, by 
getting a lift in a neighbour’s car, or perhaps by buying 
and using a car. This automatically means that road 
congestion is increased and this is one of the prime factors 
in delays to London Transport’s bus services. When the 
frequency of buses is reduced whether by staff shortages 
or traffic delays, the able-bodied will walk, which hits 
directly at the short journey passenger fares who are the 
backbone of any public transport undertaking. 



We believe that the fault lies in the incompatibility 
of the Transport Acts giving London Transport the 
obligations to provide London with an adequate public 
■transport system and to pay their way. It is plain that 
they are doing neither of these, and their obsession with 
endeavours to find a means of paying their way are having 
the direct result of continually worsening their service 
which is even less adequate. The public have no come- 
back through normal channels — we know, we have tried 
them all over the last three years. The Board itself shrugs 
its shoulders at any complaints, variously pleading 
“ changing public habits”, “ television ” and the “ motor- 
car," or sometimes, with more accuracy state staff shortages 
and traffic congestion are the cause of reduced services. 
They hide behind their obligation to pay their way as an 
excuse for failure to provide adequate services to the 
people. The Ministry of Transport pleads that it cannot 
interfere in the day-to-day working of the Board and there- 
fore can do nothing. The Transport Users Consultative 
Committee is powerless. When this Oomm'ittee presented 
a case against the Sunday closure of the Greenford loop 
line and some other local stations of the British Railways 
Board Western Region last year, the T.U.C.C. while 
admitting there was hardship on the evidence we produced, 
stated that they believed London Transport’s bus services 
provided suitable alternatives (an opinion with which we 
did not concur). Since then these very bus services have 
had further cuts, and with London Transport now 
operating still further cuts without notice on a basis of 
“ manpower availability ” the public transport service 
available to many Sunday workers including nurses and 
others in essential services is almost farcical. 



The real answer lies not in this application by the Board 
for fares increases but in amendment to the Transport 
Acts by Parliament making the Board’s first obligation 
the provision of adequate, cheap and frequent services for 
the people of London, freeing the Board from compensa- 
tion and interest payments, and making the Board respon- 
sible to the Minister not for day-to-day working but, 
matters of policy. If compensation and interest payments 
were borne by the Exchequer and this were coupled with 
fuel tax relief for public service vehicles, the Board would 
beoome economically viable and not only could services 
be improved to something approaching adequacy but it 
might become possible to reduce fares and attract back 
to public transport many who are now helping to cause the 
traffic congestion which is costing the nation millions. 



On these grounds, and the other grounds we have given, 
we strongly oppose this application by the Board to 
■increase its fares, and call upon this Tribunal to reject 
the application. 

(Mr. Malony ) : .Might I be allowed to elucidate further 
the operation of this broken mile technique of fare 
calculation ? 



( President ): Yes. 



Further cross-examined by Mr. Molonv 



1122. I heard what you said before on this subject. I 
think I understand what you are saying but I want to know 
how in practice it works out. Let us take the journey from 



Pinner to Baker Street, which is covered by your exhibit 
FJL9, and the distances are conveniently indicated: 2.16 
to Harrow and 9.38 beyond ? — Yes. 
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1123. You have a total distance of 11.54 miles which 
can fairly be charged as 12 miles? — Yes. 

1124. I understood you to say that in calculating your 
fares you looked at the two legs of the journey separately 
and rounded off the Mileage for each ?— -Rounded up the 
mileage for each, yes. 

1125. So the run from Pinner to Harrow — 'being the 
part which falls in the area under special conditions— gets 
rounded up to 3 miles ? — Yes. That is Is. 

Ih26. And the distance from Harrow to Baker Street 
gets rounded up to 10 miles? — Yes. 

1127. Does that mean you levy a charge appropriate 
to a total distance of 13 miles at two different rates ?— 
No ; what we maintain is that this is the maximum fare 
which is permissible, but, as l answered to the previous 
Interrogation, the charge from Pinner to Baker Street is 
3s. 3d. for 12 miles, at a rate of 3 jd. 

1128. I accept that from schedule 2 of the order if 12 
miles be the relevant rate or run then the charge is 3s. 4d., 
whereas on the calculation that 1 offered a moment ago it 
would come to 3s. 9d. as for 13 miles ? — Yes. 



111129. Are you saying that in practice although you may 
be entitled to do so according to your ideas you do not in 
fact invoke the broken mile technique to produce a charge 
which really relates to a longer distance than the distahee 
actually travelled between the two stations ? — It is our 
practice to charge the lesser Of either the sum of the locals 
or the through fare on the 3±d. 

1130. It seems to me that in practice you may not be 
doing what you are advised you are entitled to do. — No, 
we regalrd this as the maximum. 

1'131 . Have I your assurance that in no case is the 
adding-up technique, running the two broken miles to form 
an additional mile, as they may well do, applied in our 
schedule 2 tO: the order, which is the same as FJL 3 ? — 
Schedule 2 !is the same as FJ'L 3, really. 

1'132. Exactly. — Yes ; this is what we regard as the 
maximum we can charge for any journey covering that 
part of the journey. 

1133. T think I can put my question in this way: when 
you put your mile column there, does this always represent 
the actual distance between the stations whose fares would 
Ibe regulated by reference to schedule 2 or FJ'L 3 ? — For a 
journey inside this area ? 



two stations, and we do not charge less than it would be if 
it was 3^d. right throughout. 

1136. Are there any cases where, when this table is 
brought into operation, on the Amersham line you will be 
Charging a fare between two stations which are only, let 
us say, 13 miles apart, as if they were 14 miles apart ? — No. 

1137. You say there will be no such case? — You are 
saying if there are cases where the sum of the two locals 
is less than the total throughout there is just a possibility 
but not a very high one ? 

1138. It seems a very high one. If you apply the 
broken mile technique it Will . produce an excess mile in 
many cases ; it produces it in the case of Pinner to Baker 
Street. — Yes, it does, to the maximum fare, but in fact 
we charge as if it was 11.54 miles, which is 12 miles on 
the British Railways’ rate right through. 

1139. I want to seek your reassurance upon this that 
there are no cases covered by this table where your charge 
as between two stations on'ly x m'iles apart as if they were 
y miles apart. — 1 can certainly give you an assurance that 
in no case do we charge more than the 3£d. times the 
actual miles between the two outer stations. 

11140. That is to say the stations on this stretch of 
line? — The origin and the destination. 

1141. You say you do not charge more than 3Jd. for 
the total journey ; but this may mean you are charging 
3jjd. for the journey over a part of the system which is 
not the area between Harrow and Amersham ? — But we 
are saying this is less than the scheme permits us to charge 
because we are permitted to charge the sum of the two 
locals. 

l l 142. You may or may not be right about that, but 
at any rate in a case where the journey originates or 
terminates within this stretch of line you may be charging 
3-}d. a mile for the whole journey ? — Yes. 

1143. Although nine tenths of the journey may be over 
'the Underground system, quite outside this stretch of 
special line we are considering? — It would be unlikely if 
it was as much as nine tenths. 

1144. It does not matter what the proportion is ; the 
greater proportion might well be outside this area ? — If 
it were the greater proportion, the sum of the two locals 
might well be the lower. 

1 145. What is the proposed fare between North'Harrow 
and Preston Road ? — I am told it is Is. 



1134. I am not worrying about that, because we are at 
cross-purposes there. In fact if you have a journey inside 
the area' It- is very difficult to get over the 10 miles at a'll. 
This is a matter for argument later. — It is a matter of 
principle which at this moment in time is unusual. 

1135. I do not quite follow what you say. What I 
want to be assured about is the mile figure in this column 
always represents. When applied to a particular station, or 
two stations, the actual distance between these two 
stations ? — Yes. Not 'if there is a break. We do two sums ; 
we do one sum for the piece of journey outside this area 
and another for the piece inside, and we add the two 
together; and then we do a further sum taking the total 
mileage which would be taken ‘to the distance between the 

Re-examination of Mr. 

H4i 8. You were asked by my learned friend Mr. 
Molony to look at and to consider the remarks made by 
the Minister • of Transport as reported in Hansard for. the 
9th December beginning at column 683. Would. you look 
first of all at the bottom of column -.687, which you. were 
asked to consider : your pungent comment on that was 
that you found comfort in it but no finance ?— ■ Yes. 



M 46. It is just over 3 miles in your table. — It is Is. 
and this is what we charge, and it is slightly less than the 
maximum we would be entitled to charge. 

1147 . What is the proposed charge ?— Is. 

'(Mr. Molony ): It remains the same, does it? 

{Mr. Rosen ) : May l make a short address at this stage ? 

{President): On what ground do you wish to intervene 
at this stage? Mr. Crawford is due to re-examine Mr. 
Lloyd now. 

{Mr. Rosen): Then I beg your pardon. 

Lloyd by Mr. Crawford 

111149. Would you then consider the fourth paragraph 
of column 688, at which my- learned friend Mr. Molony 
stopped short, beginning : “ The government have decided 
that the most immediate and effective measure is a new 
policy towards parking in Central London. Parking 
restrictions must be used as a deliberate deterrent to the 
peak-hour car commuter and not merely, as in the past, 
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as a means of keeping clear the road space needed for 
moving traffic. I am opening discussions at once with the 
'Greater London Council, the local authorities and others 
concerned on how quickly and effectively any measures 
can be taken.” Do you find comfort, although no finance, 
•in the prospect of the Minister’s having discussions with 
the Greater London Council to ease your traffic problems ? 
— We have had discussions — we have had part of discus- 
sions — with the Greater London Council and with the 
'traffic branch of the police at Scotland Yard on this 
■problem, and a joint report was produced towards the end 
of 1965 Which indicated that if the proposals they had 
in mind were put into operation there would be no ease- 
ment before the end of 1966, and regrettably in fact the 
programme which was at that date put forward has 
already dropped behind the timetable that was set in the 
document, so that there is at this moment no immediate 
prospect of any easement of traffic congestion and of the 
easier and better running of buses in the next 12 months. 

1'150. Such comfort as the Greater London Council may 
afford you is likely to be considerably postponed in your 
view ? — It is likely to take a longer time to implement. 

115(1. Before we adjourned on Wednesday, you were 
also asked ((I think again by Mr. Molony) whether it was 
right that the average stage fare in Central London was 
less than half a mile, by contrast with the suburbs ; accord- 
ingly it was suggested that a person might in Central 
London be paying for less than a mile’s actual journey at a 
rate of the appropriate fare to a mile. Can you give any 
example within the Central London Area of where that 
would not be so ? — Yes. Again I would stress that in 
Central London particularly, and with an interworking 
network of buses, it is desirable to make the fare stage 
from traffic objective to traffic objective — for example from 
Victoria Station to Marble Arch, which is 1.46 miles, that 
is charged as if it were less than a mile ; on the other hand 
if one goes from Marble Arch down Oxford Street to 
Oxford Circus, which is 0.72 miles, that is charged as if 
it were a mile. These are ‘two journeys which are well 
known ; it is clear in both cases what the traffic objectives 
are, and they illustrate, so to speak, one of each type. 

111152. The total of the two would work out cheaper, 
because in totality they are more — taken separately, you 
may be paying more for one and less for the other ? — 
There are many examples like that, but it does arise, 
because of the desirability Of going from traffic objective to 
traffic objective. 

1'153. Now to turn to what my learned friend Mr. 
Mercer was asking in relation to cheap off-pea'k tickets. It 
was suggested that possibly one might consider a cheap 
ticket in relation to scholars — an educational tickets — at 
off-peak times. 'Firstly, speaking generally upon revenue 
raising cheap tickets, what is the board’s policy towards 
considering cheap tickets in relating to getting in revenue ? 
— The board of course is always looking to endeavour to 
improve its revenue, particularly if, as in off-peak periods, 
there are empty seats. But it is financially justifiable only 
if the cheapening of the fare so increases the usage of the 
service that there is an overall positive result, instead of 
the other way round, and regrettably it is most difficult in 
London to find cases where it is positive. Most of our 
cheap fares which we have at the moment are barely viable 
to the facility. It is extremely difficult to increase revenue 
in London by reducing the fares markedly. 

■1'154. Does the board keep an eye open for possibili- 
ties ? — Yes, and we try experiments. We have two of the 
best known ones, namely the Rover tickets issued in the 
country area and on the Underground and on the buses in 
the summer periods, and we are always endeavouring to 
■tap additional revenue. But the great difficulty today is 
■undoubtedly that the optional traffic is so much in com- 
petition with the person’s private car; it is extremely 
difficult on a Sunday to attract traffic by running additional 
or special services at cheap rates ; the vast majority of 
people who want to make these journeys use private cars, 
which is inevitable. 

(11155. You were asked to apply your mind to the 
prospect of off-peak cheap fares as regards the educational 
■ticket. In your experience during what period do you find 



'that most persons engaged in some form of educational 
training travel ? — All these schoolchildren going to school, 
and the relatively small number who go to Universities, 
almost all travel in the morning peak, and in fact it is a 
feature in London that the clash of the large schools, which 
are being built, with the morning peak in many places 
which is causing us considerable difficulty. Schools are 
■bodies which are most loth to stagger their hours; they 
wish to work at set times, and regrettably they clash with 
our morning peak. 

•l'lSe. What about persons who may be engaged in 
perhaps part-time educational or vocational training, such 
as apprentices. Have you any 'idea of the travelling habits 
o'f them ?-— They again are almost identical with the peak 
hour condition. 'In fact I think it is true that almost all 
the facilities we give in the way of cheap season tickets are 
used in the morning and evening peaks. 

1 157. If you introduced an off-peak concessionary fare 
for the educational ticket, or any part of it which you seek 
now to eliminate, do you think it would be a commercially 
viable proposition ? — I do not think there would be any- 
one wishing to make use of a season ticket in off-peak 
hours for educational purposes. 



1158. You were asked also about housing. You spoke 
of the necessity of, as far as it could be arranged, providing 
houses near to garages, otherwise early and late services 
would prove a difficulty in staffing. You said represent- 
ations had been made to local authorities in the hope that 
they would co-operate, although you had not had much 
success so far. Have you the Select Committee report 
before you ? — Yes. 



U'1'59. Look at page 130. Was this question of 
endeavouring to provide, either from your own resources 
or through the medium of local authorities, housing in the 
vicinity of your garages raised before the Select Committee, 
mentioned by them 'in paragraphs 508 to 510 ? — Yes ; the 
difficulty we were facing was drawn to their attention, and 
certainly since the discussions with the Select Committee, 
which took place rather more than a year ago, we have 
become more convinced that this is one of the primary 
difficulties that we are facing — to obtain staff for the buses 
—and therefore we have forged ahead even more strongly 
with the authorities concerned to try to gel some help in 
this matter. 



■1160. To pass to Mr. Holly’s questions to you, it was 
suggested to you by him that on any through journey on 
Amersham Line there was no fare at less than 3$d. a mile. 
Have you any examples in fact to show that there are cases 
on the line where the rate of fare is less than 3id. ? — Yes. 
'If we take Rickmansworth to Aldgate as an example, if 
•we take Rickmansworth to Harrow, the local fare there 
would be 2s. 3d., and Harrow to Aldgate would be 3s. 5d. 

'l'16'l. That is 14 miles, is it not ? — Yes — 8 and 14 — 
making a total of 5s. 8d. If, on the other hand, we were 
to charge the 22 miles at 3£d„ the charge would be 6s. in 
■the event we charge 5s. 8d. There are other examples. 

(1162. What about Amersham to King’s Cross ? — There, 
Amers-ham to Harrow is 15 miles, which is 4s. Id. Harrow 
to King’s Cross is 1:1 miles, which is 2s. lid., making 7s. 
The throughout fare at 3Jd. a mile would be 7s. Id. 

1163. That is on 26 miles ? — Yes, but we charge the 7s. 

•11164. Have you another fare from Rickmansworth to 
Farringdon ?— ' Yes ; that is Rickmansworth to Harrow, 8 
miles, 2s. 3d., and Harrow to Farringdon, 13 miles, 3s. 3d., 
making 5s. 6d. I have given you a complicated one here ; 
I think it would be better to leave that one out. 

1165. 'Do not leave it out. There is a booking anomaly 
on this particular one which does not arise in the other 
two ? — 'Yes. I have stated that the fare is 5s. 6d. But at 
3-J-d. a mile it would be 5s. 5d. In fact we charge 5s. 4d. 
there 'because there is a re-book'ing problem from North 
Harrow to Harrow. 
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1166. 'In other words there would be a re-booking 
anomaly which would enable persons to book twice ? — Yes, 
to get out and book twice ; we do not encourage them to 
to do that, and therefore we put the fare down to 5s. 4d. 

1H67. 'But in fact it is another example where the actual 
charge is less than 3-td. a mile although the reason is 
different ? — Yes. 

il'168. You were also asked by Mr. Molony in his first 
further cross-examination about the withdrawal of services 
from Norlhwood in 1962, when you took off diesels and 
put on more electric trains, having rebuilt the line. I 
suppose when you rebuilt the line it cost money ? — Yes, it 
cost us very nearly £9m. to J310m., and another £4m. or 
£5m. for the new rolling stock. 



1U73. Do you produce a ticket issued at West Ham 
(Manor Road) on the line ? — Yes. (Ticket handed.) 

I1'174. By whom is it issued? — By British Railways 
Board. 

•11175. Was the usual reference to conditions on the 
back ? — Yes. 

1'176. Is that sort of ticket always issued on this section 
of that line ? — Yes. 

•1177. If you collect any money, on whose behalf do 
you collect it V— On this part of the line, the money is 
collected by British Railways. 



11H69. What was the object of spending that money ? 
— First of all we electrified the part of the line out to 
Amersham and then we also built four tracks as far as 
Riekmanswonth. This enabled us to treat all the lines as a 
comprehensive group and improve the number of trains 
given to the different groups, and we also increased the 
number of seats. As an example, in the evening rush 
hour going north from Harrow, the number of seats we 
provided went up from 7,800 in the hour to 9,800, and 
beyond Riekmanswonth, from 3,300 to very nearly double. 

HI170. From the point of view of the service to the 
•traveller, does it make any difference whether British Rail- 
ways or .London Transport are running the actual trains ? 
- -I would have thought it did not, really. One has to be 
careful on this because people do get very fond of a 
particular train that happens to stop only at certain 
stations, but in this matter we had to take the whole me 
•into account and make the best arrangement we could to 
provide additional service for everybody and not just for 
individual stations, and we did ensure by these various 
groupings set out in my exhibit that every grouping of 
stations now gets a service which is a mixture of fast, 
semi-fast and local trains. 



T171 You were asked about the Upminster Line by my 
learned friend Mr. Parker, and about the issuing off tickets. 
Who issues the tickets on the line ? — That is a British 
Railways responsibility. 



i|i[72 That is between Upminster and Barking that I 
m talking about. That is British Railways ?— Yes. 



•HI 78. And you have a clearance ? — Yes. 

•1'179. That is reflected in FJ'L5 ? — 'Yes. 

' 1 1-80. You were also asked about a Press release which 
it was said showed an overall increase in seasons of 5 per 
cent ? — Yes. 

111811. 'In fact does the Press release indicate seasons at 
an overall 5 per cent increase ? — 'l think 2 per cent to 6 per 
cent was the phrase used. 

'1'1'82. Was there a figure Of 5 per cent used ? — Yes, it 
said in this: “ For journeys of more than 3 miles season 
tickets are being raised by amounts varying between 2 and 
6 per cent.” 

1183. Was 5 per cent mentioned in the Press release in 
another context ?— Yes, it said: “The new fares are 
expected to increase London Transport’s revenue in 1966 
Iby about £5m., which represents a little over 5 per cent of 
the board’s expected revenue from fares that year.” That 
is relating to the whole of our increases. 

'11184. The Whole of the increase was expected to pro- 
duce 5 per cent and the season tickets would go up from 
2 to 6 per cent 7— Between 2 and 6 per cent. 

11185. That is what the Press release said ?— Yes. 



( Adjourned until Monday, 25 th April, 1966, at '10.30 hours) 
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LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1966 

INFORMATION REQUESTED BY TRAVELLERS’ ASSOCIATION JOINT COMMITTEE 
(LETTER DATED 22nd MARCH, 1966) 



Road Services 



5 } 

5, 6 & 9 



Statement attached 
Statement attached 
Not readily available 



Receipts (£000) 63,093 

Passenger journeys (millions) ... 2,1 31 

Vehicle miles run (000) 298,098 

Average length of passenger journey for. 1 96S ... 
Average receipt per passenger journey for 1 965 . . . 

Miles lost from staff shortages and disputes 

Miles lost. £rom traffic problems 

Average receipt per passenger mile for 1965 ... 
Not readily available 

Railways 

Total rolling stock at end of 1965 

(Note^-includes 47 cars stored pending disposal) 

Estimated seating papapity at end of 1 1965 
Capital expenditure on. passenger carriages in 1965 
Loaded - passenger • train miles run in '1965 



Total 
63,134 
2,132 
298,485 
2.15 miles 
7.14 ponce 
000 
19,983 
3,860 
3.31 pence 



42.7 



4,124 cars 



per car 
£14i8,342 
28,244,000 miles 



12(0 

mi) 



Originating, Ordinary Fares 

Originating Reduced Fares 

B.R. inwards, traffic, at ordinary and reduced fares 
Season tickets— originating and B.R, inwards ... 



Total passenger miles paid for (estimated) 

Average train load for 1965 

Estimated length of passenger journey in 1965 ... 
Average receipt per passenger journey in 1 965 ... 
Estimated average receipt per passenger mile in 1965 
Numbers of staff and wages — not readily available 

Train miles worked by Board’s trains over B.R li 
in 1965 ' 

Total clearance received from B.R. in 1965 
Not available 

Expenditure at Lots Road— not available 
Other Expenditure — 



1962 

1963 

1964 ' 

1965 

1966 (estimated) 



Distribution 

£000 



'5311 

£749 



24,631 

1,890 

832 

8,207 

35,560 

3,002 millions 
106 passengers 
4.57 miles 
12.99d. 
2.84d, 



2,451,000 miles 
£2,625,000 



Statement attached 

Capital cost of London Transport’s computer ... 
Statement attached 



approx. £185,000 



[Continued 
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Road Services Queslion No. 1 

BUSES AND COACHES ENTERING SERVICE— 1954-1965 



Year 


Double deck vehicles 


Single deck vehicles 


No. 


Book Value 


No. 


Book Value 






£ 




£ 


1954 


1 


6,600 


- 


- 


1955 


1 


6,600 


- 


- 


1956 




- 


- 


- 


1957 


2 


13,200 


- 


- 


1958 


- 


- 


- 


- 


1959 


183 


1,190,598 


- 


- 


1960 


439 


2,856,183 


3 


14,022 


1961 


444 


2,898,365 


- 


- 


1962 


383 


2,569,304 


- 


- 


1963 


345 


2,308,605* 


- 


- 


1964 


316 


2,148,800 


- 


- 


1965 


333 


2,468,860 


14 


95,900 




2,447 


16,467,115 


17 


109,922 



* Includes cost of 2 spare RM bodies 



’Noth: The figures shown above represent the cost and numbers of the vehicles 
entering service during the years. The expenditure figures therefore differ 
somewhat from the expenditures shown in published accounts which 
include progress payments, etc. 



Road Services Queslion No. 2 

BUSES AND COACHES 
VEHICLES SOLD AND NET SCRAP CREDITS 



Year 


Double deck 


Single deck 


Total 


Net 

Scrap Credits 










£ 


1954 


254 


140 


394 


67,374 


1955 


331 


34 


365 


54,557 


1956 


151 


39 


190 


148,246 


1957 


25 


16 


41 


36,505 


1958 


255 


41 


296 


362,958 


1959 


133 


79 


212 


91,179 


1960 


56 


29 


85 


50,573 


1961 


22 


10 


32 


1,017 


1962 


17 


11 


28 


10,359 


1963 


281 


54 


,335 


137,351 


1964 


513 


56 


569 


198,535 


1965 


358 


14 


372 


208,817 




2,396 


523 


2,919 


1,367,471 



Note : Excludes trolleybuses sold 



Continued 
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General Question No. 3 

MISCELLANEOUS ROAD SERVICE VEHICLES 



Year 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 



Expenditure 

£ 

35,762 
31,964 
83,509 
104,766 
1 15,835 
84,548 
114,014 
102,802 
88,910 
86,977 
62,652 
£911,739 



AE3A 

ROAD SERVICES 

(1) Numbers of buses purchased in the years 1954 — 196'5, 
year by year, divided into twin and single deck, together 
with the total yearly cost of each category. 

<2) Numbers of buses sold in each of the years 1954 — ‘1965, 
divided into twin and single deck, with the annual receipt 
for each category. 

(3) Numbers of bus staff, as at M-65 and 1-1-66, divided into 
the following categories : — drivers, conductors, other 
operating, staff, administrative, technical, clerical, and 
control, civil engineering, mechanical engineering, electrical 
engineering, persons involved in the cleaning lubricating 
servicing etc., of passenger vehicles, all other staff, together 
with the 1965 wages 'bill for each category. 

(4) Total numbers of persons involved in traffic control in each 
of the years 1954— <1965, together with the total wages bill 
for each year. 

(5) Total passenger receipts for 1965, divided into stage 
services and other services. 

% (6) Total passenger journeys for 1965. 

(7) Estimated average length of passenger journey for 1965. 

(8) Estimated average receipt per passenger journey for 1965. 

(9) Vehicle miles run during 1965 : — 

(a) On stage services 
■(b) On other services 
(c) Empty 

(10) Estimated vehicle miles lost during 1965 owing to 

(a) Staff shortages 
<|b) Staff disputes 
(c) Traffic problems 

(1 1) Estimated average receipt per passenger mile for 1965. 

(12) Current cost of : — 

(a) Neiw 64 seater R'M bus 

(b) New front entrance 72 seater double deck bus 

(c) New routemaster coach (RCL) 

RAIL SERVICES 

(1) Total rolling stock at end of 1965. 

(2) Estimated seating capacity at end of 1965. 






(jj ■capital expenditure on passenger carriages, i 

(4) Loaded passenger train miles run in 1965, 

(5) Total passenger journeys in 1965, divided into full fares, 
reduced fares and season tickets (calculated on a basis iff 
600 journeys per annum). 

(6) Total passenger miles for 1965. 

t 5 ai - n load for (passenger miles per loaded 
passenger train mile). 

(8) Estimated length of passenger journey in 1965. 

( 9 ) a P b a 0 s ^ nger —W for 1965 divided into categories as 5 

(10) Average receipt per passenger journey in 1965. 

(1 1) Estimated average receipt per passenger mile in 1965. 

(!2) Numbers of staff in each of the following .categories as at 
the first of January in each year 1956 — 1966 : 

P tl ? er °P eratin E staff, station foremen, 
staff involved in ticket issuing and collection, administra- 
?rical and coni ml „n 



. — laaumg UUU 

bill for each category 



; • “ — ■’-“i aiiu Ltiiurou, 

statt, together with the annual wages 
(up till 1965). 6 



’ B “ rd '“ trl,il “ °™' Britlsh Rail - 
(14) Total clearance received from B.R. for 1965, 

Of units of. electricity which will be required by 
the Victoria Line during its first full year of operation. V 

(16) Estimated amount of gross capital expenditure 1962— <1966 
vL.£° We /- SUpply , and distribution necessitated by the 
i V ,?o d j ine year by - year and div i d «d into expenditure at 
Lots Road power station and other expenditure. 



GENERAL 

^ JlV] 1 details of working expenses incurred in 1965 compar- 
able to paragraphs 56—63 of London Transport Board 
annual report and accounts for 1964. 

ca P ita J cost Of London Transport’s ICT EMIDEC 
llul computer including installation expenses. 

(3) Total expenditure in each of the years 1955— <J 965 on road 
vehicles other than buses and coaches. 
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DAL 1 

TRAVELLERS ASSOCIATIONS— JOINT COMMITTEE 
LONDON TRANSPORT AND LOCAL AUTHORITY UNDERTAKINGS, ROAD 
SERVICES, 1964 





L.T. 


L.A.U.’s 


% L.A.U. 
of L.T. 


Cl) Vehicle miles per vehicle, L.T. and all LA.U.’s 


38,100 


31,000 


- 18.6 


(2) Average receipt per passenger journey, in pence L.T. and all L.A.U.\s 


6.7 


4.9 


26.9 


(3) Average takings per conductor, in £’s, L.T. and all LA.U.'s operating H 24 buses 


3,830 


3,890 


+ >1.6 


(4) Vehicle miles per driver, L.T. and all L.A.U.’s 


19,250 


21,380 


+ 11 



DAL 2 

TRAVELLERS ASSOCIATIONS-^IOINT COMMITTEE 
COMPARISON BETWEEN LONDON TRANSPORT ROAD AND RAIL SERVICES 
1954 — 1964 







Road 






Rail 






1954 


1964 


% 


1954 


1964 


% 


(1) Passenger Journeys, in millions 


3,495 


2,252 


- 35.6 


671 


674 


+ 0.4 


(2) Passenger Receipts, in £’s millions 


50.9 


63.2 


H- 24.2 


19.2 


34.6 


+ 80.25 


(3) Vehicle miles/loaded passenger train miles, 
in millions 


411 


311 


- 24.3 


3411 


31.0 


- 9.1 


(4) Passenger miles in millions 


7,983 


5,094 


- 36.2 


3. '523 


3,066 


- 13.0 


(5) Average receipt per passenger journey, in 
pence 


3.5 


6.7 


+ 91.4 


6.9 


12.3 


+ 78.3 


(6) Average receipt per passenger mile, in pence 


1.53 


2.98 


+ 94.8 


1.31 


2.7 


+ 106 


(7) 'Estimated length of passenger journey, in 
miles 


2.28 


2.26 


- 0.88 


5.3 


4.6 


- -13.2 



DAL 3 

TRAVELLERS ASSOCIATIONS— JOINT COMMITTEE 
TRENDS IN PUBLIC TRANSPORT BY ROAD 1954 — 1964 





London Transport 'Board 


Local Authority Undertakings 




1954 


1964 


% 


1954 


1964 


% 


(1) Vehicle miles in millions, L.T. and all 
L.A.U.’s 


41-1 


311 




24.3 


588 


562 


- 4.4 


(2) Number of vehicles L.T. and all 'L.A.U.’s 


10,168 


8,422 




17.6 


18,670 


18,162 


- 2.72 


(3) Vehicle miles per vehicle, from 1 and 2 above 


40.400 


36,900 




8.7 


31,500 


30,900 


- 1.9 


(4) Tassenger journeys, millions, L.T. and all 
L.A.U.’s 


3,495 


2,252 


" 


3‘5.6 


6,477 


5,103 


- 21.2 


(5) 'Passenger receipts, in £ millions, L.T. and all 
L.A-U.’s 


50.9 


63.2 


+ 


24.2 


73.4 


105.1 


+ 43.2 


(6) Average receipt per passenger journey, in 
pence, from 4 and 5 above 


3. '5 


6.7 


. + 


91.4 


2.7 


4.9 


+ 81.5 


(7) Average receipt per vehicle mile, 'in pence ... 


29.7 


48.8 


+ 


64.3 


30.0 


44,9 


+ 49.7 


(8) Estimated seats in millions : 1953 = 100 


100 


80 




20.0 


100 


98 


- 2.0 



£2 



Sources 

Passenger Transport in Great Britain 1964. 

B.T.C. Annual Reports and Accounts, passim. 

London Transport Board Annual Report and Accounts 1964. 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 

LONDON FAKES AND MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES DIVISION 



MONDAY, 25th APRIL, 1966 



Present : 

G. D. SQUIBB, Esq., Q.C. (President) 
SIR THOMAS ROBSON, M.B.E., F.C.A. 
R. C. MOORE, Esq., O.B.E., M.Inst.T. 



Mr. E. S. FAY, Q.C., Mr. T. R. CRAWFORD and Mr. 
R. A. MILLER (instructed by Mr. S. G. Jones, Solicitor 
to the London Transport Board) appeared on behalf of 
the London Transport Board. 

Mr. J. T. MOLONY, Q.C., and Mr. L. MACLAREN 
(instructed by Mr. E. Kelsey, Solicitor for the Greater 
London Council appeared on behalf of the Greater 
London Council. 



Mr. G. MERCER (instructed by Messrs. Knocker and 
Foskett, Solicitors for the Joint Committee of the 
Travellers’ Associations) appeared on behalf of the 
Joint Committee of the Travellers’ Associations. 

Mr. C. M. HAWKINS, Chairman of the Harrow Public 
Transport Users Association, represented the Harrow 
Public Transport Users Association and the Pinner 
Association. 



Mr. M. C. PARKER and Mr. P. GRIEVE (instructed by 
Mr. Keith Lauder, Town Clerk and Solicitor to the 
London Borough of Barking, and Solicitor and Hon. 
Secretary to the South Essex Traffic Advisory Com- 
mittee) appeared on behalf of the London Borough of 
Barking, and the South Essex Traffic Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr. C. G. RANSOME WILLIAMS appeared on behalf 
of the Rickmansworth Urban District Council. 



Mr. F. W. STURCH, Chairman of the Joint Transport 
Committee, represented the Joint Transport Committee. 

Mr. M. EGELNICK, Propaganda Secretary, represented 
the London District Committee Communist Party. 

Mr. G. E. AUSDEN represented the Association of Public 
Transport Users. 

Mr. L. BATCHELOR representing Ealing, Hillingdon, 
Southall Trades Council Joint Transport Committee 



(Mr. Crawford ): I do not think I formally indicated London Transport Board, and I so do. 
that subject to the reservations for the concessionary fares 

—the arrangement for hearing the aspeot of the London ( President ): There are a few questions we should like 

Transport Board’s case — I had closed the case for the to ask Mr. Lloyd. 

Mr. Frederick John Lloyd recalled 



11186. (Sir Thomas Robson): I gather from your state- 
ment PJL9 that substantial proportion of the passengers 
whose numbers are dealt with in that exhibit are carried 
by London Transport vehicles although in some parts of 
their journey they are carried over British Railways lines ? 
—Your statement is substantially correct, but I think it 
goes a little further than is true because London Trans- 
port’s vehicles operate in this area only on lines which are 
in faot owned and operated by London Transport. It is 
the British Railways owned trains — the diesel trains — 
which operate not only on the London Transport part of 
the route 'from Aylesbury to Amersham but also on the 
British Railways portion from Harrow to Marylebone. 
But when those vehicles operate under the special area 
from Amersham to Harrow they are in fact hired to 
London Transport or their use over that piece of line. 

1187. Do London Transport’s vehicles not operate over 
British Railways owned lines ? — Not in this part of the 
system. 

11188. So FJ'L 9 insofar as it concerns this ■application 
is dealing with journeys in British Railway vehicles? — 
Yes, in addition to London Transport vehicles. 

•11189. As far as London Transport vehicles are con- 
cerned, your method of calculating the fares would, on 
London Transport vehicles, Ibe based on your London 
Transport generaL scale ? — No, as regards the piece from 
Harrow to Amersham, while any carriage or train is 
moving throughout that piece of line we ask that on that 
piece of line special fares should apply. 



1H90. Can you give us any idea of the proportion of 
■the passengers carried on that piece of line which would 
be carried in London Transport vehicles as opposed to 
British Railways vehicles ? — We could give an idea. It is 
mainly London Transport vehicles. 

I'19iL Would it be anything 1'ike 80 per cent (I don’t 
want to have an auction, of course I ) ? — You see, there 
are five groups of operation on FJL 9. The bottom four 
are London Transport vehicles and the top one is British 
Railways diesel vehicles, so your 80 per cent I would 
think had some basis as a figure. 

H192. (Mr. Moore): I would like to seek a little 
clarification of your fare structure on road services. 
I understand your routes are divided into approximately 
half-mile lengths, and that two of those half miles are 
charged 4d. ? — Not entirely. The average length of a fare 
stage is about half a mile, but it does not always happen 
that we provide two fare stages for 4d. ; there are some 
cases where there are three or even four. 

1193. You quoted the other day one-point-four some- 
thing ? — That is the length of the fare stage, but it does 
not always happen throughout the whole system that one 
gets two fare stages for a change of fare ; on some 
occasions the change of fare (is by three fare stages, and 
very occasionally four. 

11194. Are your 4d. fare stages end-on or overlapping ? 
— The 4d. fare always consists of at least two fare stages 
so that in fact they do always overlap. 
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1195. That is what I thought, but I was concerned 
with your anwers to Mr. Molony. In questions 606 and 
following you were asked: “606. At any rate, it is true 
to say that you still find on your bus routes consecutive 
fare stages each of which falls short of half a mile ? (A) 
Yes, and conversely. (607.) And if anybody under the 
new proposed maximum fares travels to those fare stages 
and then gets off at the next stage, he may not be 
travelling a mile ? (A) Yes. (608.) But he will be charged 
for two? (A) Yes.” In other words you are saying 8d. 
for 'two half miles ? — This is the case where an individual 
travels from fare stage 1 and gets off in fare stage 3 ; that 
is the type of case you are thinking of. 

1*196. That is three haff-mi'les? — No. If he gets on 
in No. 1 and gets off in No. 3 he will be charged for two 



miles. But it is possible that his journey would not be 
in fact two miles. 



■1'197. You are speaking of persons who do not travel 
the whole length of their stages ?— That is what I under- 
stood the council was asking. 

1198. Anyway my main question was that your 4d. 
fares for the most part overlap every half mile ? — They 
always overlap. 

( President ): Are there any questions you would like 
to ask arising out of that, Mr. Crawford. 

{Mr. Crawford ): If I may. 



Further re-examined by Mr. Crawford 



1199. You were asked, concerning the Amersham line, 
if a train starts from Aylesbury and goes to Baker Street, 
that would certainly be British Railways carriage ? — Yes, 
but with respect it would be going to Marylebone ; it would 
not be going to Baker Street. 

1200. It would be travelling over that section of the 
line marked in FJL 9 as the area under special conditions 
regarding fares ? — Yes. 

1201. That is from Amersham to Harrow? — Yes. 

. 1202. That is London Transport Board line ? — Yes. 

1203. A train starting from Aylesbury would be a 
British Railways diesel ? — Yes. 

1204. And that train would serve, on its passage, 
stations in the special conditions area ? — It would serve 
directly those stations at which it stopped and indirectly, 
by change at, for example, Harrow, those stations at which 
it did not stop. 

11205. If somebody within the special conditions area 
booked a ticket that would be a London Transport ticket ? 
—Yes. 

11 206 . What train would you envisage his getting when 
the next train came in ? Would he be limited to London 
Transport trains ? — It would be intolerable if a person 
going to the booking office to buy a ticket had to specify 
which train he was going to travel on. Therefore when 
I say it is a London Transport ticket, it is issued by us 
but it gives the person the choice of whiich train or system 
he uses. 

1207. Anybody within that area buys only a London 
Transport ticket, bull nevertheless he may travel on a 
British Railways train or a London Transport train ? — 
Yes. 

0208. Is it practicable, because of the one type of ticket 
issued, to divide the passenger miles travelled between 
London Transport trains and British Railways Board 
trains ? — No ; that is why I was a little less than precise 
when answering the member of the tribunal as to the split 
between the loading on the trains. 

{The Witness 

{Mr. Molony ): I do not propose to call evidence on 
this part, but I do when we hear the joint case on the 
proposed withdrawal of concessionary fares for juveniles. 

{Mr. Grieve): I am not proposing to call evidence. 



H209. That is why you cannot give the answer? — 
I cannot give a precise answer, but I could agree with his 
general 

12110. Although no doubt it is fair to say that over that 
stretch of the line there are more London Transport 
carriages travelling than British Railways ?— Yes. 

'12lri. You were also asked, by Mr. Moore, about the 
answers in questions 603 to 608. You were being asked 
a little earlier about the abrogation of the H/2i mile 
charges. Does the elimination of a 2\ mile stage have 
any effect on the overall charge which somebody might 
have to pay in terms of mileage ?— 1 am not quite sure 
what the question is. 



1212. If one has no longer a 2\ mile charge, does it 
mean in any circumstances that a person who wishes to 
travel only 2\ miles may well be charged for a mileage 
he does not in fact travel ? — He would be charged for 
3 miles. 



•1213. You have answered fairly and squarely that a 
4d. fare must always overlap ? — Yes, there are always at 
least two fare stages for 4d. ; sometimes there may be 
three, but the generality is two. 



''1214. To go back to the Amersham and Marylebone 
■lines for a moment, if one wanted to take a London Trans- 
port ticket to Baker Street would that be available into 
Marylebone ? — Yes. 



H215. Would that operate in the opposite direction ? 
—■Yes. 

1216. The Marylebone line and your Amersham line 
are interchangeable ? — Yes, and the passenger has the 
facility to make the journey as he wishes without declaring 
in advance either way when he buys the tickets. 

11217. H can get a ticket into Marylebone or Baker 
Street, or from Baker Street or Marylebone, and travel on 
either of the two lines indiscriminately ? — Yes. 

{Mr. Crawford ): I am obliged for the liberty to ask 
those additional questions. 

withdrew) 

{Mr. Mercer): On behalf of my associations I desire 
to call two witnesses, one being the main policy witness 
and the other briefly to deal with the exhibits which have 
already been put. 



Mr. Leslie Herbert Buckham, sworn 



Examined by Mr. Mercer 

1218. Is your full name Leslie Herbert Buckham ?— 1220. Are you retired! ? — I 

That is correct. 



'1219. Do you live at 52 Sharps Lane, Ruislip ? — I do. 



'12211. Are you a vice-chairman of the Travellers’ 
Association Joint Committee.?— ‘Yes. 
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1222. A vice-president of 'the Ruislip Residents’ 
Association ? — Yes. 

1223. And Hon. Secretary of the Ruislip and North- 
wood Federation of Residents’ Associations ? — I am. 

11224. Does the committee represent 30 constituent 
associations ? — They do. 

11225. With a membership of some 40,000? — Yes, as 
far as I am aware 

1226. 'In the area, have you a number of travellers’ 
associations whom you represent ? — We have. 

1227. The Surrey and Kent Railway Travellers’ 
Association ? — Yes. 

1228. The East Grinsftead Ralil Passengers’ Association ? 
— Yes. 

•1229. The Association of Rail Travel Clubs ? — Yes. 

1230. Sevenoaks Railway Travellers’ Association ? — 
Yes. 

>1231. Maidstone and Medway Gap Railway Travellers’ 
Association : does that one come in the area ? — Partially. 

1232- And the Orpington Rail Passengers’ Association ? 
—Yes. 

1233. Does that come into the area ? — Yes. . 

1234. Apart from any other associations.— There are 
two others: the Eastcote Residents’ Association and the 
Northwood Residents’ Association. 

1235. The others are purely travellers’ associations ? 
— Yes ; and there is one other : the Hillingdon Federation 
of Residents’ Associations. 

1236. Do you wish to speak about six matters, the 
first relating to the fares increases which, as you see, are 
likely to result in further increases ? — That is so. 

1237. Can you explain what you mean by that ? — Yes. 
I think the easiest way to deal with this problem would 
be to compare the figures of passengers in 1963 with the 
1964 figure. 

In dealing with these figures, two things should be 
emphasised: these 1964 figures were not clouded by an 
overtime ban; the 1963 ones were. Therefore the bus 
figures for 1964 could possibly have been more. 

The other point is that I think it was in July 1964 that 
London Transport imposed the biggest fare increase of the 
last 10 years. 

Those points are significant. 

(Mr. Crawford): Would my learned friend persuade 
Mr. Buckham to go a little more slowly? 

1238. (Mr. Mercer): You might now give us your refer- 

ence to the 1964 figures and the reference to the 1963 
figures to show the point you are making about them.— 
They are taken from the London Transport Accounts for 
1963 and 1964 

1239. 1964 is page 46?— Yes. 

1240. The 1963 figure is, I believe, page 78, Rl— the 
equivalent page ? — The reference is page 63 of 1964. The 
figure for 1964 is given at 2,252m. The similar figure for 
1963 is given at 2,429m. There is a fantastic drop of 
177m. — nearer 178m. 



Similar figures for railway passengers (ordinary) are: 
in 1963 4,974m. — a difference of 3,918,000. 

Dealing with the same figures, and the same reference, 
for season ticket passengers, in 1964 the figure was 176m. ; 
the 1963 figure is lower, at 172m. There is an increase 
there in season ticket holders of over 4m. 

1241. Was that increase maintained in 1965? — No. 
This season ticket figure is just a little peculiar because 
in 1963 the season tickets actually went down about 5m. 
So they went down in 1963 and up in 1964. Then, on the 
figures that have been produced to my committee on 1965 

this is rather misleading. Dealing not with passengers 

but with revenue there, there is a drop in revenue there, 
from the latest figures we have obtained, of £1,705,000. 

1242. That was from the monthly digest of statistics? 
— That is right. 

1243. The 1965 figures?— Yes. 

1244. So there was a difference in the number of the 
season tickets as with ordinaries as between 1963 and 
1964?— Yes. 

1245. And there is this further drop in 1965 seasons? 
—Yes. 



1246. What do you deduce from that? — The first thing 

we deduce is that London Transport say (and the reference 
is RNR 8R of the minutes of evidence of the last hearing) 
that 25 per cent of their bus income comes from cheap 
fares. With this fantastic drop in the number of bus 
passengers we contend that a very big percentage of these 
are cheap fare stage people and that as a consequence 
London Transport by this continual upsurge in their fares 
are literally throwing away a large 'proportion of 25 per 
cent of their income. * 

The other point we deduct is that on the season ticket 
figures it is obvious that London Transport seem to be 
maintaining their turnover, if I may put it that way, of 
season tickets. In other words their turnover in 1964 
was maintained by charging excessively season ticket 
holders. 

1247. That 'is the iron-optional travel ? — Yes. 

Can I turn now to passenger resistance on these fares, 
which is the second point I wish to make. 

1248. You are going to refer to the evidence before 
the Select Committee by London Transport in Vol. II 
of (he report, appendix 64 ? — Yes. 

1249. There are certain figures given there? — Yes. 

1250. What are they ? — London Transport estimate 
that if they could make this fare increase, which they 
deferred last May, they would increase their revenue by 
£9im. The discount due to passenger resistance was £4m. 
So they had a net estimated revenue, on an estimate of 
£9.5m. fares increase, of only £5.5m. 

1251. Is it not possible for the board to devise a fare 
structure involving lower rises in fares? — We think it is, 
leading to less passenger resistance but an equal return 
to that of the proposed higher fares. 

(Mr. Crawford) : Those who have to instruct me about 
matters which Mr. Buckham 'is referring to are somewhat 
hampered in following the figures which he is giving from 
various publications, because we are not being given 
references. 

(Mr. Mercer): I gave the references at the start of the 
questions. 

(Mr. Crawford): They do not appear to be correct. 
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( President ): What Mr. Buckham is on at the moment 
is appendix 64. 

(Mr. Mercer) : Page 471 . 

(Mr. Crawford ): If the precise reference could be given 
at the outset we could turn it up more quickly. 

1252. (Mr. Mercer ) {to the witness): Is this the report 
of the Select Committee on Nationalised Industries, Vol. 
II, appendix 64, page 471? — Yes, or it is given on page 
92 of the abridged edition with which I am dealing. 

1253. Which paragraph? — 'Page 92; these figures are 
given in paragraph 358. 

1254. So we have Vol. II, appendix 64, page 471, and 
the abridged edition page 92 of Vol I, paragraph 358 ? — 
Yes. 

You will notice further in that paragraph that it goes 
on to say “ In other words an increase of one third in 
fares produced only an increase of one fifth in revenue.” 

1255. Is that supported by your own personal observa- 
tions of the effect of these fares upon passengers ? — Yes ; 
l believe unless London Transport makes strides to encour- 
age bus travel, these 177m. passengers are lost for ever; 
they present a challenge, to regain their custom. 

1256. Does this also represent not merely a loss fin 

passengers but a loss in passenger receipts Which has con- 
tinued, in your view, over a period of time ? — Yes ; I think 
it came to a head here in 1964, and there are some rather 
startling things about these 1964 and 1965 receipts from 
buses/ because in 1964 the net traffic receipts went down 
1.7m. That is given on the revenue account attached to 
the 1964 'balance sheet on page 37 of London Transport’s 
Annual Report#and Accounts for 1964. But in 1965 — 
and I shall refer here to Exhibit FJL5 — if one looks at 
the year’s charges on the passenger, receipts, there are two- 
figures: 58,360m. in the one. column 

1257. That is FJL 5,. column 5-rr-the total figure? — 
Yes, 58,360m.; and there is another figure in column 8: 
that is 2,900m. 

1258. {President): Not millions; 2,900,000. — I beg 
your pardon. Those two figures make a total, I estimate, 
of 61,260,000,000. A significant thing about this is in 

1964 the receipts from buses were 63,225,973, and for the 
first time the figures quoted for 1964 are less than the 
previous year’s figures of bus receipts. Hitherto they have 
always been higher. 

1259. So you see the red' light, as it were? — Yes, I 
think this is a most disturbing factor. 

1260. (Mr. Crawford): I do apologies for having to 
interrupt. The: figures which I understand Mr. Buckham 
to be quoting as. 1965 figures, from FJL5, are 1966 budget 
figures. — Lam sorry. 1966. 

1261. The budget figures for 1966. But he did say 

1965 receipts. — I am sorry. 

1262. (Mr. Mercer): Were you referring to the fact 
that the 1966 figures were based on the' 1965’ actuals? — 
Yes. 

1263. I thought that was what you meant by your 
evidence. You want to say something on this aspect of 
the matter about staff shortages and lost mileage and how 
far they relate to this question of diminishing receipts, do 
you not ? — Yes. London Transport contend that there 
are two main factors affecting their income at the moment. 
Those are the staff shortages, and the loss of mileage due 
to traffic congestion. One has to be fair; appreciating 
the terrible conditions of traffic in London, there is some 
justification for this contention that they are losing terrific 
traffic mileage through these conditions. But I am sur- 
prised at figures' submitted to us. (This is item No. 10.) 



1264. Is this AE3?— ' Yes. 

1265. Which page?— The first page: information re- 
quested by travellers’ association joint committee (letter 
dated 22nd March, 1966). 

1266. This is AE3, first page, under road services, 
question 3 ? — Yes. Miles lost from staff shortages and 
disputes 19,983,000. Miles lost from traffic problems 
3,860,000. The thing that surprises me on that is that the 
latter figure is roughly one fifth of the former, so- that if 
this problem of traffic congestion is ameliorated' and 
London Transport get much more freedom for their buses, 
then the main problem— this staff shortage — will still re- 
main, but on the other hand we from the joint committee 
contend that there is a third thing, apart from these two 
things, and that is the actual increase in the fares. We 
contend that this is in itself causing a loss of income to 
London Transport because it is dliscouraging people from 
using their services. 

May I deal with this staff question. One appreciates, I 
think that London Transport’s current percentage of staff 
shortage as compared with their established posts is in the 
neighbourhood of 8 per cent. 

1267. You were going to refer to a particular year? — 
Yes, to a particular year. 

1268. Is that I960?— Yes. 

1269. .Were you going to refer to the Select Com- 
mittee’s report again? Am I right this time that it is in 
Volume II, appendix 41 ? — That is right. 

1270. And table 2, page 407? — Table 2 page 407: 
looking at the percentage, firrt of all staff shortages : there 
is a column for number, and then a column for per- 
centage of established posts. During 1960 the number of 
Staff shortages was 4,660. That was 14 per cent of the 
established posts. Then at 31st December 1960 it was 
3,682. That was 11.6 per. cent of established posts. That 
is a total of 25.9 per cent for the two half years, giving 
an average of approximately 12.9 per cent. That is the 
highest yearly, average to quite a degree, of any per- 
centage of staff shortage on established posts for the 10 
years 1955 to 1964*- which is given In' this ‘report. 

1271. Now you have found out which- was the year 
in which there was the greatest difficulty with staff. What 
about traffic receipts in that year; for this do. you turn 
to the same volume, appendix 29, page 381? — If one looks 
at item 6, Which Is 'the 'financial results 1954 to 1964 and 
looks at the total road services, the figures given there (this 
is the year when 'the biggest percentage oif Staff Shortage 
occurs) is 4.7m. That is the highest along 'line 6 — the 
highest financial, result 'from- the: road services for that 
period of 10 years. 

1272. Therefore do you think there is another reason 
for losses, apart from staff shortages ? — Y es. 

1273. What is that? — It comes down to our conten- 
tion that these fare increases in themselves are. causing 
this terrific loss of passengers, especially in regard to the 
buses. 

There is another point on this: again the 1954 total 
passenger receipts — this is in “ Passenger Transport in Gt. 
Britain, 1964 ’’ table 20, page 12 in the second table— are 
given as 19.2m. There is another figure here, however: 
under “Road Public Transport” ompage 27, for 1954, 
there is- a figure of 50.9. 

1274. Which' table?— 44. 

1275. What is the figure?— 50.9. Tt is the first figure 
in the first column of Table 44. 

1276. Under. . ‘' London. Transport ’’?-**Yes..\ That is 
given as 50.9. That is.aitotaLofc.70.l-. In. the Select rSotn- 
mittee report there is .a tablet which shows' the estimated 
amount that LonddniTransport has. taken lin fare increases 
during the last 10 years. 
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1277. Is this in- Volume II? — Yes. I have the abridged 
edition here: page 89 in Volume I. There is a figure 
there given of estimated additional net receipts in a full 
year from higher fares. The figure is given as £37.6m. 
Add to that to the figure I gave of 70.1, and that makes 
a total of 107.7m. Yet the total traffic receipts for 1965 
in AE 1 is given as 98.7m. There is a difference there. 
So 9m. has been lost in spite of 37.6m. fare increases 
during the years 1955 to 19$4. 

1278. On the question of fare increases, Mr. Lloyd pro- 
duced his budget in 1966, J'L 7 ; do you remember that ? 
—Yes. 

1279. 'He said, if you remember, that there was a loss 
in traffic after the date of the fares increase, but that was 
due to the weather. — Yes. 

'1280. Have you anything to say on that ? — Yes, I have 
some views on this. Sir. 

'1 281 . What do you say about that ? — In the first one 
there is a plus, is there not ? — I am going through the 
cumulative figures and there is “ plus 25 ’’ on January 9, 
that is the week before these fare increases came into 
being. Now it is assumed — and I know this is a fact from 
practical experience — that when there is a fare increase 
people whose seasons are running out, in order to save 
the fare increase, will get their season, perhaps, two or 
three days before the actual fare increase comes into 
operation, and, therefore, I assume that that 25 plus there 
is somehow influenced by those figures. I would like to 
deal now, for simplicity, with the percentage plus, which 
is 1.4 for the first week, and then they are all minuses. 
But when one looks at the deviation from budget, there is 
one plus of 25 and then for seven weeks they are minuses, 
and then there are three pluses. Now those three pluses 
mystified us 

'1282. You are referring now to the weeks of March 
6th, 13th and 20th and you are referring to the figures 
of deviation from budget ? — Yes. 



1283. You are not referring to the cumulative figures 
now ? — No. For the weeks March 6th, 13 th and 20th 
there are, in fairness, pluses and then there is a minus. 
Now this, sudden going into plus rather- intrigued myself 
and other members of the Joint Committee and we tried 
to think of a reasonable explanation of why this had 
happened. I believe I am right in saying that the minus 
of March 27th has been continued through April 3rd, 
April 10th, up to April 17th. Coming ibaok to these three 
pluses, the only explanation we can give for them is that 
during those three weeks Mr. Lloyd said that the weather 
over- Easter was- very bad and we agree wlith him on that, but 
the weather -in these three weeks was very good, there 
was extremely good weather— ‘I know this because I was 
on holiday. But our main, contention is that during those 
three weeks there had been a great increase in activity, 
■there must have been, due to the General Election, and 
these three figures here could — I do not say -they are, but 
■they could— be reflected by this increase in activity on 
'London Transport. There were all sorts of people coming 
•to London, addressing meetings and overflow meetings, and 
that must have caused a tremendous amount of extra 
passengers to travel on London Transport. I think that 
is a reasonable explanation. 

U284. So, therefore, it might not have all been due 
to the weather. — No. The other point is that these three 
plus figures for March 6th, 13th and 20th have not been 
continued subsequently. 

11285. And we come back to your point about fare 
increases. — Yes. 



11286'. That is, briefly, what you have to say about the 
impact of fare increases. Did you want, to deal now with 
■the question, of. the capital ? — 'May. I mention one point, 
the relationship of the Retail Prices Index, average earnings 
and London fares ? - Taking. 1939 as an index of 100 in- 
each -case, in 1955 the Retail Price Index had risen to 243 
points 



'1287. That is referred to in Volume 1 of the Select 
Committee- Report, page 90, paragraph 347, is it not ? — 
'It -is, yes. In 1955 the Retail Prices Index had risen to 
243, the average earnings had risen to 319 and the London 
fares had risen 'to 199. Now 'in 1964 the Retail Prices 
Index had risen to 316, the average earnings to 511 and 
London fares to 371. Taking the 25 years from 1939 to 
'1964, the Retail Prices Index had risen 216 points, the 
average earnings had risen 411 points and London fares 
had risen 271 points. On a ten-year basis (that -is 1955 
to 1964) the Retail Prices Index had risen 73 points, the 
average earnings had risen '192 points and London fares 
had' risen '182 points. That 1182 polints is roughly t-wo 
and-a-half times the points rise in the Retail Price Index. 

1288. Is the period 1955 to 1964 of more relevance 
o your paint of view than the period from 1939 to 
‘ — 'Yes, because it is the period of large increase 
in London fares. 



1289. Then you want to deal with your second point 
on that,- which is some matters affecting the capital 
structure 6f the undertaking.— Yes. 

1290. Am I right in saying you want to refer first 
to the 1963 London Transport Accounts, page 12 ? — Yes. 

‘1291. 'Does this show that there was an expenditure on 
the Victoria line of 2.5m. ?— Yes. 

'1292. On power supply modernisation of £0.2m„ and 
other plant £2.2m.— Yes. 



1293. Then you wanted to refer to the 1964 Accounts, 
page 14, paragraph 62, which shows that the Victoria line 
was responsible for a further expenditure of £8 Jim, ?— 



11294. (Power supply- modernisation for £0.8m., and 
plant £3 .71m. ?— Yes. 



1295. If. we were to add these two lots of figures 
together, that is from the 1963 Accounts, page 12 
referring to the £2.5m., the £0.2m. and the £2.2m., and 
from the 1964 Accounts, page 14, referring to the £8.1m., 
the £0.'8m. and the £3.7m., we have a total of £60.5m. ? — 
Yes. 



1296. Then if we refer to the 1963 Accounts again 
at page 64, we can compare, can we not, the increases 
in assets over the’ two years ? — Yes. 

1297. To which figures do you wish to refer 7 — On the 
first point, that £16.5lm., I have just emphasised one point 
there, that that equals exactly the amount of the loans 
that the Ministry of Transport has granted to London 
Transport during these years 1963 and 1964. In other 
■words, that £16.5m. is the only thing that was financed by 
loans during those two years. 

11298. Then you want to show that except for an 
increase of: a relatively small ' amount in bank overdraft, 
these capital investments were paid for out of current 
income ; is that right ? — Yes. 

1299. Where did you find your references in that 
respect? Are. they, the 1963 London Transport Report, 
page 64, and page 34 in the 1964 London Transport 
Report ? — Yes. 

'1300. Does this show there- hasr been an increase of 
R1 .7m. in.' bank overdraft ?— That 'is right; over- the two 
years. 

1301. What do you say about this form of capital 
■investment, beingrpaid for out of current income ? What 
does that do so far as- fares- are concerned .?— It is the 
direct cause ofi fare increases, I think one can say with 
justification that a private company or an outside concern 
would possibly have, financed quite a lot of this capital 
reconstruction through a judicious mixture of funds 
obtained from income, from borrowing and possibly from 
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ordinary capital, but London Transport in this case seem 
to have financed, except for that £16.501., all their recon- 
struction directly from income, from fares, and this has 
a direct influence on the rising fares. 

'1302. And the projects are referred to ? — Yes. I would 
like to read them. May I read the full list ? 

1303. Read some of them.— It is a terrible list, but 
some of these works may be minor. On the other hand, 
some of them could be quite large because we have a 
note here against London Bridge which says £lm. was 
spent. I could read some of these if you like. 

•1304. Just read one or two of them?— As regards 
modernisation works, there are fifteen stations there in 
their 1963 Report 

1 304a. They are long-term projects, are they ? — That 
1 cannot tell you. Some of them may be small, but there 
must be there some long-term reconstruction works. 

>1305. What about 1964 ?— There are other things in 
1963. There is, for instance, at Gloucester Road, con- 
struction of new raft partially over the tracks ; 'there is 
realignment of lines between Moorgate and Aldersgate 
Street ; car parks at Canons Park ; new installations at 
Acton, Golders Green and Rui'slip Works ; modernisation 
of District Line; installation of electronically controlled 
indicators between Harrow, Aldgate, Mansion House and 
Upminster and between High Street, Kensington and 
Edgware Road. Then in '1964 there is reconstruction of 
Blacklfriars, Edgware (London Bridge lm.), Elephant & 
Castle ; smaller works at Hounslow East and Stanmore ; 
car parks ; automatic train operation ; automatic entrance 
barriers, and so on. Of course there is quite a big list 
with regard to the buses. There is, for instance, this 
question of the Central Buses Green Line coach station 
which was reconstructed ; there is a new country area 
garage at Henley ; there is the new types of buses coming 
into force. We are not suggesting that all these projects 
should be financed out of capital, but we do say that a 
big percentage of them should be ; and if that had 
happened, if London Transport had financed some of these 
operations out of borrowed money and capital, there 
would not have been the terrific fare increases that there 
were over the last ten years. 

1306. It is common ground, is if, that the fixed assets 
have gone up ? — Yes. This gives you one indication of 
the amount of money that has been spent. 

1307. So that you can compare one year with another 

•by taking the last balance sheet, can you not? — Yes. If 
one compares the figures of the fixed assets on the 1st 
January, 1963, that figure is given as £168m.-odd. If one 
then compares the fixed assets on the 3'lst December, 1964, 
it was £194m. 

1308. This is page 35 of the 1964 Report, BS ?— Yes. 

1309. You are comparing totals of fixed assets which 
can be shown in the middle of that table ? — Yes. 

I3H0. You had reached £194m.-odd? — Yes. That is 
a plus there of £26, but from that £26m. one must deduct 
this £I6.5m. additional money which has been granted by 
the Ministry of Transport ; so that leaves a balance there 
of £9.5m. 

'1311. What do you say about that? — I say that 
bearing in mind that during those two years there has been 
an increase in the capital reserve of £3.2m., that makes 
a total of £12.7m. 

(Mr. Crawford) : May we have the reference ?— If a 
comparison is to be made we can make it ourselves. Where 
is the increase in the capital reserve to which you referred ? 

( The Witness): If one looks at the capital reserve at 1st 
January, 1963, it is £2,655,501 ; do you agree ? 



{Mr. Mercer ): You need not worry about Mr. 

Crawford’s uneasiness, you carry on ; he will have a chance 
to vent his uneasiness later. 

(Mr. Crawford): I think that is an unco-operative 
attitude on behalf of my learned friend, because we have 
tried to follow the figures Which he is giving and if he 
could induce the witness to give reference we could follow 
them. We have been finding it increasingly difficult for 
the last half an hour, but, of course, if my learned friend 
does not wish to be co-operative I will do the best I can 
later. 

1312. (Mr. Mercer): I have been giving the references. 
Sir. I am quite prepared to go more slowly and to read 
the references as we go along. If is true that the witness 
will occasionally think of a figure which bears on some 
other part of an exhibit or publication, and in that case 
I will have to try and get him to give any further references 
which may be required. (To the Witness) : The last figure 
of which I have a reference is a figure dealing with fixed 
assets ; that is right, is it ? — Yes. 

1313. Those were the figures as shown in BS, part of 
the balance sheet. — The balance sheet at the 3'lst Decem- 
ber, 1963, on page 64 and 65 of the London Transport 
Annual Accounts for 1963. 

13114. Then the 1964 report ? — That is given on pages 
34 and 3'5, BS, of the Annual Report and Accounts for 
London Transport for 1964. 

1315. But in the 1964 balance sheet you would have 
the comparable figures for the end of the previous year, 
would you not ? — Yes ; this is given out at the side. 

1316. Therefore, your figures for the 1st January, 1964, 
would presumably be the figure which is shown at the 
3‘lst December on page 35 of the 1964 Accounts in the 
'balance sheet ? — Yes. 

13117. And on those figures you told us there has been 
this increase in fixed assets amounting to some £26m. ? — 
Yes, over the two years. 

1318. Then you were dealing with the position of the 
Government loan, and you have already given us the 
reference to that, have you not ? — Y es. 

1319. The £H6:5m. comes from a reference you gave us 
to the 1963 Accounts, page 12, and the 1964 Accounts 
page 14. — Yes. 

1320. It is the total of those two lots of figures. — Yes. 

1321. Then you were dealing with the increase in 
capital reserves, were you not ? — Yes. 

1322. Where do you get that figure from ? — The figure 

given in the 1st January, 1963, balance sheet, as at 3'lst 
December, 1963, is given in the first column of page 64 
of the 1963 report, and it is given as £2,655,501. If one 
looks at the balance sheet at 31st December, 1964 (page 
34 of the Report) there is a figure in the fourth column 
of total of capital reserves, £6,276,713. That shows an 
increase there of 

1323. 'I have shown it as £3.2m. ; is that right ? — It is 
£3.6m., approximately. 

1324. 'Is this, again, from revenue— This is all from 
revenue, yes. 

1325. So is the Government, or whoever owns London 
Transport, doing all right out of London Transport from 
that point of view? — In our opinion they are. We 
consider that the Government is not doing too badly out 
of London Transport ; it is not continuously sinking 
money into the concern as some politicians would have 
us believe, for three reasons: I'ts security apppreoiates 
each year. The Government, in oiir view, is in the 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 



711 



25 April, 1966] 



Mr. 'Leslie Herbert iBuckham 



[Continued 



position olf a secured creditor because, after all, these 
assets which I have mentioned of £26m. are really the 
property of the Government and if, as I say, anything 
was to happen to London Transport they would be taken 
over by the Government and they would remain the 
property of the -Government. So, therefore, any apprecia- 
tion of those properties is to the benefit of the Government 
and the security is enhancing all the time at the expense 
of the traveller. As I said previously, public companies 
with the huge capital expenditure which I have enumerated 
would finance such matters by a judicious mixture of 
borrowed capital and out of earnings and, if necessary, 
all the rest from share issues, but not from income alone. 
'LT is only in the position to do this because they hold 
die monopoly, whereas other undertakings would have to 
appreciate their charges to those of their competitors in 
order to keep up their sales. 



1326. Do you have some sympathy with the Financial 
Officers of the Board ? — il do, and I really say this sincerely. 
The view I have here : is that we must admire the way 
the Financial Officers of the Board have financed so much 
capital expenditure out of income during the past two 
years, hut, of course, this is against the 'interests of the 
travellers and rpossilbly against the Board as a whole 
because these increases in fares have led to decreased 
revenue through passenger resistance, masked a falling 
turnover through the addition of these fare increases, and 
could not have taken place so frequently except for the 
monopolistic powers of the Board. 

13127. 'I think that matter has been dealt with quite 
well. Do you now want to say something about this 
question of the Government and what they are getting 
out of London Transport, and I think you refer to the 
fuel tax.— The third point is that again, as I said, the 
Government is not doing too badly, an'd 'there is another 
indication: The Government is drawing out of London 
Transport. annually . £4.7m. in fuel tax an'd £6m. in interest 
This question of the £4 ,7m. was referred to in a recom- 
mendation of the Phelps Brown Committee Report. The 
first part of the recommendation was the question of fare 
increases and that was acted upon, but the second point 
ribout ‘the fuel tax. ’is just ignored, and that was two or three 
years ago. There have also been reference by very high 
people to the Seledt Committee, but no action has been 
taken on this at.afl. 

What do you say is the solution ? — The solution here 
is, or part of the solution is, that there should be a healthy 
stream of new capital pumped into London Transport 
by the Minister Of Transport to pay for these capital 
projects over the years. There is another indication of the 
amount that London Transport are spending on this, and 
this can be Obtained from BS 4 and BS'l of the 1964 
Accounts. 



'!328. BS 1 is on page 52. — Yes. 

'13129. That gives you the value, does it, of certain 
fixed assets ? — Would you like me to deal with 1963 first ? 



1330. Ail right.— il am sorry about this. 1963 is BS1, 
page 84. On page 84 there is “ Fixed assets — land, build- 
ings, permanent way and other works. Movements 
during year 1963,” and there is a figure there of £3,967,612. 
Now if one turns to the similar table on page 52 of the 
1964 Accounts, BS'l, against you will see a figure there 
in 'file second column of £10,933,938. If you turn back 
again to the 1963 figures, in BS 4 the fixed assets — rolling 
stock, plant, machinery and equipment, page 86, you will 
see a total figure there off £12,212,498. 

93311 . That is under the heading “ Expenditure incurred 
during year.” — -Yes. 

*l i 382. That is the total at the bottom of- that column. — 
Yes. 



11393. And there is a similar figure in the 1964 
Accounts ? — Yes, that is page 54 dff the 1964 ’Account's, BS 4 
igtfm. Tbd't is £7,792,393. 



1334. That is the total expenditure incurred during the 
year. — ’Yes. The figures for those two years, '1963 and 
1964, come to £34,906,000. That expenditure, one must 
appreciate, includes the Victoria line, so if one deducts 
the loans received from the Government, that is the 
£1 6.'5m., there is a figure Of £18,406,441 spent in two years 
on those fixed assets, which really .is an extremely high 
figure to be financed out of revenue. I am pretty certain 
that in another concern they would borrow money to 
finance such a very heavy expenditure as that. 

: 133"5. 'Finally, have you something to say on. a matter 
of which you have some knowledge, and that is 'in -respect 
of staff housing at Hillingdon? — Before I turn to that, 
there are one or two points to emphasise that point so 
that we are perfectly fair in this matter. I would like 
to quote to the Tribunal one or two references to this 
evidence of capital. In the Select Committee Report at 
page 133, paragraph 1 

1336. Is that Part I or Part II? — - It is page 40 of Part 
I, paragraph '133. May 1 quote this: “It may be that 
lining with the Commission in an atmosphere off mounting 
deficit and at a period when there were many rival 
demands on capital inhibited their approach ; and as the 
schemes called for large amounts of capital, an application 
might not have been successful. Whatever the reason, 
the approach was not made and the schemes did not go 
forward. So when congestion became severe, the neces- 
sary provision had not been made. According to Sir Alec 
Valentine, the need for such improvements had been 
apparent and the situation had been ‘ distressing ' them 
‘ for a great number off years.’ ” 

There is another reference to this Select Committee at 
paragraph 131 in Volume No. 1, page 39, under “Con- 
clusions”: “A frequent theme in the evidence given to 
Your Committee by the Board is that London Transport 
has suffered over the years from a shortage off capital. 
Eariy in the 1950’s Mr. Valentine (as he then was) said in 
an address already quoted that ‘ nothing today is impair- 
ing the efficiency of transport more seriously than capital 
Starvation.’ He used the same phrase .in evidence to your 
Committee in 1965 as one reason why improved inter- 
changes with main line stations had- been delayed for. many 
years after they had been criticised toy the. Chambers Com- 
mittee.” In other words, I am emphasising that there are 
grounds for the proposals we are putting forward in 
official documents. 

1337. What do you say about the values of the assets, 
as such, insofar as land values are concerned?— There 
again we can only come to a conclusion, we have no proof. 
We say this: Looking at these tables that I have dealt 
•with — that is on page 52 of the 1964 Accounts for fixed 
assets, land, buildings, permanent way and other works, 
and the same table in 1963, and if one refers to these 
figures here for “miscellaneous land, buildings and other 
structures” (which is the second last figure down), the 
figure given is £2,246,093 and then there are surplus pro- 
perties £4.152,167 for 1964. Then there is a similar table 
in the 1963 Accounts, page 84, fixed assets— land, buildings 
permanent way and other works, the value given at the 
1st January, 1963, is £2,205,942 and £4,160,269. Adding 
the value up at 1963 the total comes to £6,366,211, and 
the value for December, 1964, becomes £6, 3981260. So 
there is an appreciation there of £32,649 on land valued at 
£6m. So one cannot prove it, but there is an inference 
there that the prices off land have rocketed in London 
over the last year or so and so that land may be under- 
valued. The point I am coming to here is this: II did 
emphasise the point that the Government was in the posi- 
tion off a secured ioredi'tor, .and obviously ’before a lender 
lends money on security they want to -ensure that their 
margin is . covered adequately, and if) as we- have -suggested 
but .cannot prove these properties .are under-valued, -and 
if -in fact Other properties -of ’London Transport rhaye 
'been under- valued daring the last t-wo years, the margin 
of ’security for the • Government may - be much .greater 
which induces ’them to let London Transport have -mere 
money. 

1338. Does this lead to the point about staff housing 
in Hillingdon?— No, 1 would rather deal with that from 
the staff problem poirft of view. 
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1339. The third part of your evidence relates to the 
question of cheap fares, does it not? — Yes. 

1340. Were you here when some evidence was given 
albout this matter to the effect that this market has been 
exploited and is being exploited so far as it can be? — 
Yes. 

1341. What do you say about the cheap fares policy? 
— My Joint Committee feel that London Transport has 
not exploited this market sufficiently. For instance, 
although they had these off-peak tickets, they are not in 
essence cheap fares. On my own line, on the Uxbridge 
line, there are sixteen stations from Ruislip to Baker 
Street. There is not a peak ticket or a cheap ticket facility 
until one comes to the fifteenth station, that is Finchley 
Road. That ticket to Finchley Road is what is known 
as an intermediate ticket ; in other words, it is the same 
fare as the off-peak ticket to Baker Street. Our great 
point here is that this off-peak policy of London Trans- 
port’s is not in itself a cheap fares policy. It is not a 
Cheap fares policy because When one speaks of a cheap 
fares policy one feds that there should be this facility 
from station to station, not limited by distance. There 
are grounds for putting forward this suggestion, because 
London Transport say, as I have already mentioned in 
my evidence, that they get 25 per cent of their income 
from the lower fares. Now if they admit that, then surely 
there is an outlet here to benefit on that 25 per cent, if 
you understand me, on this cheap fare policy. The bigger 
income they could get on this cheap fares policy, on their 
own evidence of th'is 25 per cent figure, would give very 
cheap fares for smaller distances. 

One has got to 'take another factor into consideration on 
this, that this off-peak ticket really covers a time when 
trains are not being utilised and this, in the view of the 
Committee, forms gaps in London Transport’s income. 
Now the Obvious thing, in our view, is to increase these 
cheap fares facilities, and especially increase them for 
smaller distances so that they can fill up the trains to a 
greater extent in this off-peak period and so in the end 
increase their income. 



1342. Are you saying that if the weight of traffic is 
in the shorter distances, then that is there for the cheap- 
day traffic as well as for the other traffic? — Yes, I do, I 
definitely agree. I think there is a market there in the 
shape of cheap fares and I think that would be very pro- 
ductive to London Transport. 

1343. Would that have an effect on the moral generally 
of the undertaking, do you think? — I do, sir. You have 
raised this point now. I feel that in an undertaking such 
as London Transport a .thing which cannot be measured, 
a thing which cannot be valued but which is of inestimable 
value to London Transport, is the goodwill of the public. 
A lot has been said about this question of goodwill of 
the public, but I personally feel that the officials of 
London Transport at the railway stations do try to create 
a feeling of goodwill, but unfortunately this goodwill that 
is created by the Railway is off-set in the public’s mind by 
this reflection on the buses. Obviously if London Trans- 
port have got to increase that goodwill they have got to 
take every possible means, get everybody 'in to increase 
their revenue, and one of the best possible ways to show 
the public that London Transport is really out to assist 
them and to find the facilities that the public wants is 
these cheap fares between short distances. I am con- 
vinced of that. 

1 344. Would that have an effect also upon the shoppers, 
the women and so on? — Yes. There again, you see, the 
Joint Committee think that London Transport is too rigid 
here in their fares policy. They say: “We will put up 
the 3d. fare to 4d. and we will get so many pounds. 
There will be £X due to passenger resistance and our net 
gain is £Y.” Now that is all right, but I think they 
forget the psychological views of the public and the re- 
action of the public on .this matter. For instance, on these 
cheap fares and the lower fares we feel that there are 
three classes of people, especially in these low fare ranges. 
They are dealing with the type of man who says: “Well. 
J am just not going to pay the fare, if is an imposition, 



it is a twist in other words, and I am not going to pay.” 
Then they are dealing with the type of man who is willing 
to pay 3d. to travel up his High Street on a bus to get 
to work in the morning, but when he gets to the station 
approach he says to himself, pats himself on the back and 
says “Well, I have saved myself 4d.,” and 4d. to him, 
psychologically, is a lot of money. Then you are dealing, 
especially at these lower fares, with a far bigger passenger 
resistance, which is getting bigger and bigger each year, 
and that is by the womenfolk shopping. I know from 
my own experience in my own neighbourhood, that if 
there were — and there is not at the moment — a reliable 
bus service with 4d. and 6d. stages I am pretty convinced 
that a lot of women would use it, whereas a lot of women, 
because of these high bus fares, walk to the shops now. 
If there was an incentive to these people to use public 
transport they would undoubtedly go by bus. I think 
this is reflected in what one sees in the average High 
Street, if you look around, with these wheeled shopping 
baskets that have come into vogue during the past two 
years. It is really most striking, and some of these women 
say “Well, we would rather buy one of those and walk 
than pay the fares,” and that is, no doubt, a fact. So I 
think on these lower journeys they have got the type of 
man who would use this facility and pay the lower fare 
for short journeys, but he will not pay the higher fare. 
Secondly i think you have got quite a lot of opposition 
in the suburban areas from the womenfolk who prefer 
to walk to do their shopping rather than use the services 
on the question of expense. 

1345. I think that deals with the cheap fares insofar as 

your Committee dealt with them. Then you wanted to 
come to your fourth point with respect to fringe services? 
— There is one point I ought to mention on these cheap 
fares. These figures that we give here are not true 
figures, they are very nominal figures, but I have picked 
them for ease of understanding. There are trains running 
during the off-peak period between Uxbridge and Baker 
Street with eight coaches and it is estimated that there 
are 20 people in a coach. Now this fare which I quote, 
as I say, is not a true figure, it is just a nominal figure 
for ease of understanding ; but say that going from 
Ruislip to Wembley Park the average off-peak ticket was 
4s. Od. — I know that figure is not correct, but, as I said, 
it is just a nominal figure — and say eight coaches with 
20 people in a coach, that is 160 people at 4s. Od., and 
that in itself is £32 for one train. Now say that the 
nominal figure which I quoted as 4s. Od. were reduced 
to 3s. Od. return and this attracted 40 people 

1346. You mean 40 people per coach? — Yes ; that is 
320 people at 3s. Od. and that is £48, and the increased 
revenue per train would be £16. To be fair, let us say 
it was £10 a train. There are eighteen trains running 
between 10 and 4 p.m. on the Uxbridge Line in the off- 
peak period. Now 18 at £10 is £180 a day. Taking a 
five-day week, that is £900. That is additional revenue ; 
on this supposition of mine it is extra income. But the 
point I want to emphasise is 'this, that this is £900 of 
additional revenue to London Transport and yet the over- 
heads remain the same. There is no more power there, 
no more stock, nothing except a little more work for the 
booking clerks. Why something like this cannot be ini- 
tiated as a trial to see whether there is a source of extra 
revenue in these off-peak periods I do not know. 

1347. Have you considered that you would have to 
reduce the fare to the existing passengers? — Yes. Mind 
you, when I say a cheap fares policy I do not think that 
London Transport should advertise it in the same way 
as they are advertising their off-peak fares now. I think 
their off peak period advertisements are not very good. 
I have made a practice in the last few months of inspect- 
ing the booking halls at all London Transport stations — 
at least the ones I use, I do not use every one — and to 
my knowledge there is only one station that I have used, 
and that is Eastcote, that has a notice of the cheap day 
facilities in their booking office. You see, I am visualising 
something like this, that there must be a new drive in this 
fares policy, with possibly a fares production drive to 
get the thing working. 

1348. That deals with your points about the cheap 
fares. Do you wish now to deal with this question of 
fringe services, the local services? — Yes, but there is one 
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other point on these cheap fares. It really does not con- 
cern cheap fares, but it is a suggestion to London Trans- 
port. London Transport claim that motive power is one 
of their chief expenses and on these lines I find they are 
still using eight car trains during off-peak periods whereas 
six car trains are more than sufficient for the existing 
traffic, and I notice that on the Southern Railway at the 
week-ends they are now using six car trains for surburban 
services. That is a suggestion which I put forward. 

13149. You were going to deal with the question of these 
fringe area services, were you not ; that is your point No. 
4 Oh yes. A very difficult and in some ways a very 
hard situation has arisen around London through the 
action of London Transport. London Transport have in 
some cases abolished certain services due to the fact that 
they do not pay and this in fact has caused an awful lot 
of distress and bad feeling towards London Transport on 
the principle that when they cut out the service they have 
(ignored the type of people who are entitled to the service 
of London Transport as a transport operator in those 
suburbs. We feel that if London Transport say— and it is 
reasonable—' “ Well, we cannot run this service, it does not 
pay us, there are not a lot of people living along the service 
for it to be,” the time has now come 

1350. I think, perhaps, at this stage you could briefly 
give the advantages which your Committee sees in the en- 
couragement of this local operation of services. — Local 
operators are convinced that they could make such services 
pay if they had a permanent licence and were allowed to run 
over the whole of Che route and not just the tarlends. Public 
opinion is in favour of this because of the inconvenience 
suffered through lack of service. 

11351. What is the second point? — It would bring the 
fresh air of competition into London Transport services. 

'1352. Thirdly ? — it would lead to improved local 
supervision and relieve London Transport of the present 
loss it suffers on these services. London Transport do com- 
plain very bitterly about these suburban services ; they not 
only lose finance but they have staff shortages there. 

1353. Fourthly ? — It would lead Co 'better staff relation- 
ships and to improved and more reliable services. 

1 354. 'Fifthly and lastly ? — I't will prove beyond all 
doubt whether it is possible to run as efficient paying trans- 
port service under modem conditions and whether London 
Transport fares policy is the correct one. In some quarters 
at is felt that these services could be run by local authorities, 
in others by private bus operators, bu't in any case there 5s a 
need for suoh a service and it could connect up with 
London Transport buses at points nearer Central London. 

1355. Those are things it is felt could be done by way 
of improving those services and improving net revenue ? — 
Yes. 

1356. Shall we deal with your fifth point, which is staff 
.'relationships. Have you got three main suggestions under 
-this head ? — Yes. 

11357. The first one is the one I put to the London 
Transport witnesses, that was the question of this appoint- 
ment of personnel officers ; is Chat right ? — Yes. 

'1358. What have you to say on that ? — Well, there is 
a system .in industry now of a specialised personnel officer 
and it could be a suggestion for London Transport that 
they could copy that system. It would seem that under 
their present system such an Office] - is needed. The present 
official is termed the Chief Depot Inspector at these depots 
•but his powers are limited, and the point that my Com- 
mittee wish to make is if there was an official personnel 
officer in London Transport who was fully empowered to 
deal with local disturbances he could get on to the job right 
away with some powers and he could immediately stop 
disturbances at these local garages from spreading. 

'1359. 'Is this system in common in industry today ?— 
It is. I do know cases of it working very well. I have a 
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friend of mine who is a personnel officer with a very good 
company and he is liable to be called on at any time of the 
day or night if there are staff problems, and he has certain 
responsibilities to try and settle the problem even if it is 
only for the time being. But the main thing is that he has 
got to stop the disruption of productivity, and this ip what 
is being done. 

1360. In the case of London Transport it could lead 
to fares increases ? — Undoubtedly it does. Undoubtedly 
the whole staff relationships of London Transport do cause 
an increase in fares, and it is because of these disruptions 
that, possibly, the fare going passengers are asked to pay. 

1301. Under this question of stall' relationships your 
second point was the question of schedules, was it not ? — 
Yes. We do not know the true facts here, but from what 
we have read on the Joint Committee it seems that the 
schedules scheme is a perfectly fair one. It would appear — 
and I will be corrected if I am wrong — 'they are drawn up 
by a specialised schedules officer at the garage after agree 
men with a specialist in the trade union. After agreement 
these schedules are displayed and any member of the staff 
who is so inclined can express disagreement with the 
Garage Manager. Yet one constantly reads in the daily 
papers of strikes or threatened strikes at particular garages 
due to the introduction of new schedules which have been 
delayed in some cases due to the men’s objections. The 
point we want to ask here is for clarification of this matter, 
because the matter of these schedules is costing London 
Transport an awful lot of money. It is not only costing 
London Transport money in disturbances amongst the staff, 
it does lead to irregular bus services and loss of revenue 
that way. So wha't we ask for is clarification. If the 
Board think their approach to this matter seems a very 
reasonable one, they should say so ; but if the men are 
right, they should also say so. But the whole point is that 
the public should know who is right in this matter, either 
the Board or the men, because one must appreciate that, 
as I said before, this schedules problem of London Trans- 
port on the buses must be the cause, directly or indirectly, 
of heavy increases in fares. 

1362. Then the 'last point on this aspect of your evidence 
was the one point I was apparently getting wrongly before, 
and that is the question of staff housing ? — Yes. 

1363. How does this affect staff relationships and fares? 
—The relationship there is that I think under modern con- 
ditions if London Transport came forward with a really 
good staff housing scheme, they would obtain more loyalty 
'from their employees and save themselves money. 

There is the further point that London Transport say 
they cannot staff these buses lin a lot of the suburbs because 
of this housing problem. We contend, from the joint com- 
mittee, that london Transport has something here Which no 
other employer has possibly got — and one has only to think 
Of the pretty big area's olf 'land they possess in and around 
London. 

1364. What are the advantages as far as London Trans- 
port fares are concerned in developing these ? — There fe no 
outgoings for land purchases — which is in itself a wonderful 
advantage, because one has to consider 'the fantastic prices 
local authorities now are paying around London for land 
for housing schemes ; my own local authorities is negotia- 
ting to pay £220,000 for 6* acres Of land. If one realises the 
big areas London Transport own of land one must appre- 
ciate that they start with a distinct advantage, having the 
land for the erection of houses over possibly most other 
employers. 

1365. You think Parliament can assist London Trans- 
port ?— Yes, and they could obtain housing loans on the 
■same conditions as local authorities. 

1366. Would that then become the basis of a valuable 
asset to London Transport ? — It would. 

1367. How would that help ? — If houses were 

built on this land, they could in time become a valuable 
asset. They say that in a lot of thdir garages, especially in 
north-west and west London, the problem off getting staff 
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us the ■■distance these 'bus orews ha'd to travel -to get to work and revenue increased ? — Yes, exactly. 



an the early morning, whereas if ‘there were a local London 
Transport housing scheme near the garage they would not 
have thlis trouble. 

1368. Living .conditions which are assured are today a 
prized asset ? — Yes. I do not know what conditions a lot 
of London Transport staff live in, but if they were offered 
this facility of a staff house it -would bring a great advantage 
to London Transport. 

1369. Would this have a bearing on things like plans on 
overtime etc. ? — Yes, in that the staff would have more to 
be satisfied With. It would breed a better relationship be- 
tween London Transpoit and its staff. 

1370. Would productivity be likely to become higher 

( Adjourned for 

1374. This morning we had dealt with five of the six 
•matters which your Committee desire you to deal with in 
your evidence here today ; the last one, the sixth, was the 
failure of London Transport to introduce intermediate 
fares for li miles, 2£ miles and so on ? — Yes. 

1375. Could you tell us what you say about the question 
of the intermediate stages ?— We suggest, or we submit to 
:the Tribunal, that there is justification for the inclusion, on 
these .maximum fares, of an additional fare at under one 
mile of 3d. We make this submission on the opinion that 
there is a market for these fares and that it is being 
ignored at the moment, and that it could be the source of 
very great income to London Transport. 

'I have to refer you again to the evidence I gave earlier 
on, this morning, when I said in other words that they are 
throwing away a large .proportion, about 25 per cent, of 
their income and it is on that basis that we comment that 

Cross-examined by 

'1377. I do not think I have a great deal to ask you — I 
hope -not — but perhaps you can help us on one or two 
.matters ; I think they are botho-f a general character. You 
said earlier on in your examination by my learned friend 
Mr. Mercer that fare increases lose passengers ? — Yes. 

1378. And no idouibt you .Will derive some .assistance for 
that view by the discounts which you will find in document 
FJL .6, where the discounts are -shown ? — Yes. 

1379. And it is apparent to you, is it not, from this and 
no doubt previous Inquiries which you have studied, that 
Whenever there is an increase of fares, some allowance has 
to be made for a degree of lost traffic ? — Yes. 

1380. Can you point to any .situation so far when the 
London Transport Board have had to ask for increased 
revenue but have failed to procure an increase of revenue 
by the fares which they have proposed and which have 
•been allowed ? —Would you mind repeating that ? 

13181. ft is very simply a matter Of general principle. 
When we have bad in the past to ask for an increase of 
revenue, it bas heen .necessary of course for us then to 
ask for an increase of fares ? — Yes. 

'1382. You are 'suggesting that fares increases lose pas- 
sengers ? — Yes. 

1383. All I am suggesting to you is that they actually 
gain net revenue. — Well, on this column here I agree with 
you that this is Estimated -Annual •Increases in Revenue 
from Charges temporarily increased applying before the 
16th January, 1966 — this is FIL 5. I agree that this is an 
estimated annual revenue. 

1384. Yes, which shows a net increased revenue, does 
it not ? — But .going ‘back, I take it that this year’s receipts 
at charges applying before 16th January, 1966 — this figure 
’in the fifth column of £58,360,060 and. the figure in column 
8 of £2,900.000, are the gross receipts and those together 



1371. Of course ithe .board and its staff would have to 
co-operate on this matter ? — Y es. 

1372. Does that deal with your ^evidence on that point, 
and should we now turn to your Item 6? — Yes. There are 
sotne figures we have obtained. There is the estimated loss 
of traffic due to the ban on overtime irn 1963, of £4m. That 
gives you come idea of what these staff relationships are 
costing. The voluntary overtime arrangement in 1964 was 
estimated at £3m. per annum. 

1373. So this is an example of something which could 
be saved? — It could be embodied in the undertaking, to 
save money, and we do say that this staff housing scheme 
if pushed would be one of the things that would do this. 

a short time ) 

consideration should he given to an additional fare of 3d. 
for under one mile. 

In making this suggestion there are practical views that 
a lot of these bus services travel through different high 
streets, especially in the suburbs, where there is passenger 
resistance by people shopping and so on who would not 
pay 4d. to travel the length of the high street but who 
would possibly pay 3d. for the same distance, and we feel 
that London Transport could put forward a suggestion like 
that to make that income. 

The other suggestion we have is that there should be an 
intermediate fare between 4d. and 8d. ; in other words, that 
the li nrile fare should be brought back and the 2± mile 
fare should be brought back between 8d. and a shilling. 

1376. That is for the same reason ? — Yes, for the same 
reason. 

(Mr. Crawford 

for buses would show an estimated annual revenue from 
charges applying before the 16th January, 1966 ; that would 
be an estimated figure of the total charges on the buses, 
those two figures together making a total of £61 ,260,000. 

1385. I do not think you are really answering the 
question I was putting. The converse of your proposition 
that fares increases lose passengers is that fares increases 
gain revenue ; would that be true ? — May I answer that in 
another way, that the bus receipts for 1964 are £63,225;973. 
This is 1965 ; the receipts for 1965 are £63,134,000 and I 
think you will agree with me that there is a difference there 
of about £90,000. 

'1386. You have heard the evidence that the net result 
of these increases is estimated to produce £5.7m. of addi- 
tional revenue ; do you challenge that these receipts — 
these new fares that we are asking for — will produce an 
■increased revenue of £5.7m. net ? — There again it depends 
actually on whether London Transport have estimated 
property the amount of passenger resistance. If, as we 
contend, that with this further increase in fares the pas- 
senger resistance will be greater, London Transport may 
•not reach that £5.7m. That is our whole contention— that 
as the fares go <up, your passenger resistance gets greater 
and the estimated £5 .7m. (might not be reached. So we 
cannot tell whether this will actually happen until we know 
what the income from this fare is, including the increased 
fares and the amount of passenger resistance, and until 
that is compared with the previous year. Then I think, 
after we have had that figure, we can probably answer 
your question. 

•1387. Can you answer this, although I think I have 
.already put it to you : I suppose you have studied previous 
Inquiries in which increased fares have been asked for ? — 
Yes. 

'1388. Can you point to any previous -occasion When 
London Transport’s estimate of increased revenue has been 
so far out that they have failed to make a net increase in 
revenue ? — On that point 
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'13'89. Can you or can you not ? — I must say that I have 
not studied that question sufficiently to justify that answer, 
•but I think the whole thing is that you cannot go on the 
estimated revenue. You must go on total receipts, and 
our contention is that you cannot tell what the total receipts 
are until you have had the year’s working. 

'1390. 1 suppose you agree at least, do you not, that on 
■the figures which have been produced so far it looks as if 
■the London Transport Board needs extra revenue ? — They 
do need extra revenue ; but as' I say, I put in the qualifica- 
tion there that there is a ground here for revenue more 
from borrowing than from fare increases. 

11391 . So you would like to see the extra revenue come 
from borrowing, would you ? — No ; I do not agree with 
subsidisation, but there I think London Transport should 
be working on possibly more commercial grounds; that 
there should be a judicious mixture of revenue, to finance 
capital projects from revenue and from borrowing, and 
one has to consider that London Transport is possibly 
under the distinct disadvantage as compared with a private 
enterprise company, that it cannot resort to the facility of 
ordinary capital ; there is a definite restriction on the Lon- 
don Transport Board. 

1392. There is one point I should like to mention; I 
think it is an error on your part. When you were looking 
at page 64 of the 1963 Annual Report — T think that was it, 
was it not ? — Yes. 

1393. And then at page 34 of the 1964 Annual Report ? 
—Yes. 

1394. You were comparing capital liabilities to begin 
with and you drew attention in column 3 of the 1964 set of 
Accounts to the loan from the Minister of Transport of 
£16,500,000 as against a figure at the 31st December, 1963 
of £3±m. 7— Yes. 

1395. And then you looked at current liabilities, the last 
item on page 34 and at the figure of bank overdafts 
guaranteed by Her Majesty’s Treasury of £1,757,590 ? — 
Yes. 

1396. X understand you to say that as far as the bank 

overdraft is concerned, that indicated an increase of bank 
overdraft of £1.7m. ? — X am sorry, there was a misunder- 
standing here over the two years 

1397. There was an error, was there not? — No; I 

would like to amplify my statement. Over the two years 
at the 1st January, 1963, the bank overdraft stood at 
£2/723 ,3U'l. Now 

. T398. That is, on the 3'lst December, 1963 ? — Yes. On 
the 31st December, 1964, the bank overdraft stood at 
£1,757,590, so there was a reduction of film, in the bank 
overdraft — it stood at a lower figure in 1964 than it did in 
1963. 

1399. Yes; the bank overdraft had been reduced by 
£lm.— Yes. 

1400. 4t had not been increased by £1.7m. — Yes. 
You see, what I think I was indicating there was that at the 
commencement of 1963 it was nothing, but by the end of 
1964 it had been reduced over the figure that appears at the 
3:1st December, 1963 ; in other words, it had been reduced 
from £2,723,311 to £1,757,590. 

1401 . I see ; you meant to say that over the two years 
there had been an increase of £1 .7m. ? — Yes, over the two 
years. 

T402. -But there had been an increase in loans from the 
'Minister of f)13m. ?— Yes, during 1964, and all that money, 
so far as we estimate, was spent on the Victoria Line and 
Lotts Road Power Station — extra capital projects. 

11403. Yesi While we are on the question of capital 
expenditure, I suppose you appreciate that the London 



Transport Board, so far as capital is concerned, is subject 
to the provisions of the 1962 Transport Act, Section 19 ? — 
Yes. 

■1404. And that its borrowing powers are, at any rate 
for the purposes we are discussing, limited by sub-section 
2(a) whereby they can only raise capital for the purposes 
of capital expenditure ; that is Section 19, sub-section 2(a) 
and (b) ? — Yes. I submit there that (a) says “ For meeting 
any expenses properly chargeable to capital, being expenses 
incurred in connection with the provision and improvement 
of assets in connection with the business of the Board.” 
Then (b) “ For the provision of working capital ” ; (c) says 
“ For acquiring an undertaking or part of an under- 
taking ” ; (d) says 

1405. Perhaps you can take my word for it that the 
remainder of the Section is not applicable to anything that 
you had in mind. Basically under the Aot capital can be 
raised by way of loan only for capital expenditure and 
ancillary matters. — Well, I must take your word for that. 

1406. I wanted to ask you : Supposing that the London 
Transport Board could raise extra finance by way of loans, 
which I think you are suggesting they should ? — Yes. 

1407. Because you suggested that their fixed assets were 
undervalued? — I made this point, that there was an inti- 
mation under the heading of “ Buildings and land ” that 
possibly all land had appreciated in value and that if there 
was any truth in that, them I did not specifically argue this 
point, but I said that if there was any truth in the point 
that their land was undervalued, it could apply to the rest 
of their assets. I was not specific about this ; I did not have 
enough information on the point. 

1408. No, but supposing they were able to raise extra 

loans, what were you suggesting, if anything, that they 
should do with the extra money ? — Well I do submit to you 
that if you listen to that list I made out, of capital repay- 
ment, it is unreasonable in my submission to think that all 
this should be paid out of fares. I do not think any under- 
taking would consider doing that ; I think that to take it 
out of revenue is very wrong policy . 

1409. I do not want to interrupt you unduly, but are 

you suggesting that any part of moneys they receive by 
way of loan should be used in effect as a subsidy to keep 
fares down ? — No. On the business principle I say this . 

1410. The answer to that is : No, you were not sug- 
gesting that ? — May I continue my answer here? — Take for 
example two stations, Tower Hill and London Bridge. Those 
stations, according to our reasoning on the Joint Com- 
mittee, are being reconstructed now out of income which 
present fare-paying passengers are paying. Those stations 
at London Bridge and Tower Hill Will be used by a subse- 
quent generation and therefore on the principle that some 
of this money (and I did no't say all ; 'I used a judicious 
mixture) should be contributed from income and some from 
borrowing, it would spread 'the payments on say the capital 
reconstruction at London Bridge and Tower Hill — T am 
quoting two examples there — over people that not only use 
it today but people who use it 'in the future. I think 'that is 
a very legitimate prindiple to suggest. 

1411. You talk about a judidious mixture of finance; 
1 suppose you will agree there that any enterprise prudently 
sets aside out of 'its revenue sums for depreciation and 
capital works ? — I do. 

1412. You gave a lot of figures this morning, obviously 
at great effort to yourself, but would you look first of a® 
at the 1963 Annual Report and Accounts: at page 12, para- 
graph 28. Do you sea there that it sets out that during the 
year £3. 5m. was borrowed from the Minister ? — Yes. 

1413. You have already drawn our attention to that 
figure at, I think, page 64 7 — Yea. 

1414. It then sets out the investment expenditure- during 
the year on capita! expenditure and renewals ? — Yes. 
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1415. Less changes in working capital, excluding bank 
overdrafts ? — Yes. 

1416. And then ft says “ Met by ” and the figures of 
how that sum of expenditure is met are shown. There is 
self financing— and this is what comes out of fares, is it 
not, the net revenue of the Board — 'Balance of revenue 
£2.1m. ; proceeds of sale of displaced assets, £0.6m. ; depre- 
ciation and renewal provisions set aside, which you agree 
is a prudent measure, £5.6m. and other internal funds, 
£0.2m. making that £8.5m. in all for self financing ; bank 
overdrafts £2.7m. and loans from the minister £3.5m. So 
you see there that the Board is showing concisely how the 
money has been expended and the sources from which it 
comes ; there is nothing in that, is there, which shows an 
imprudent use of fares ? — First of all you appreciate that 
I would not query these figures. But what I am suggesting 
is that on the evidence I produced this morning — and 1 
stand by 'that evidence ; after all it was extracted from 
figures supplied by London Transport, they have been 
checked and we think they are correct— on that evidence 
alone the Joint Committee submit that London Transport 
are appropriating too much of thdir fares income into 
reconstruction works and to enlargement of present fixed 
assets, which in itselif is capital expenditure — and we stand 
by that. I would not dream of querying these figures here 
— they are likely to be one hundred per cent accurate — 
but we stick to our point, which is another observation on 
•this principle that London Transport are appropriating too 
much of their fares income to capital expenditure. 

1-417. As you can see from the figure in 1963, they are 
appropriating for self financing, which is what comes out 
of their gross revenue, figures which are depreciation pro- 
visions, renewal provisions, which are worked, out on a 
proper basis, and something out of their reserve — their 
balance of revenue. Is your Objection this — I formulate it 
in a way in which I think it has been formulated in the 
past — 'that you do not feel that they ought to spend so 
much of what they set aside annually on works Which the 
current travelling public are paying for and which should 
in some way be made a hostage to the future ? — Yes. I 
agree With you on that point. I think that future travellers 
should pay for improvements now in installations and 
works of London Transport ; but at the same time there is 
the Other point — and I emphasise this — -that London 
Transport is allocating too much of its annual income 
towards this reconstruction work at the moment and this 
in itself is causing an increase in fares. 

'1418. You do not think that the people who are going 
to derive the actual benefit from these improvements, the 
current travelling public, ought to pay for them 1 ? — That is 
half my reply ; on that principle I think the burden should 
be on future travellers as well as on present travellers. 

'1419. Will you look quickly at the 1964 Report and 
Accounts, paragraph 63, page 15. There is a table for 1964 
on investment expenditure, setting out succinctly again how 
it has been met ? — Yes. 

1420. And as you see there, it has been met again 
largely from depreciation and renewal provisions, £5.4m. ; 
there are some further sales of displaced assets £0.8m., 
balance of revenue £11 .3m. and an increase in net current 
liabilities of £0Jlim, and then the loan from the Minister of 
£13m.— Yes. I entirely agree, but the point is that that loan 
there has no significance in the respect that that loan of 
£13m. was incurred, as I explained in my opening state- 
ment, to meet the expenses of the Victoria Line and the 
'Lotts Road Power Station. At the moment, except for the 
'Lotts Road Power Station, as to which there is a feeling 
on the Joint Committee that it has been enlarged to meet 
the demand for the Victoria Line ; but the principle is that 
the majority of that money— the project for which £H3m. 
was borrowed to finance— is for the Victoria Line and that 
they are non-productive assets at the moment, so I do not 
see any justification there for saying that .this is a table 
showing that £20m. has been spent; £7.6m. is from seif- 
finance and £13m. from loan ; When you adjust the £13m. 
there you have to adjust this £19 Jim. 

1421. You appreciation, do you not, that if, as you 
seem to say, the Board borrowed substantially more and 



did not spend the money they properly set aside for capital 
■improvements and maintenance, the interest rates will be 
very much higher ? — Yes, I agree there, but I think you 
have to look at it from a business angle. Just for the sake 
of simplicity — this has no relation to London Transport’s 
figures, which are very big— 'but supposing for example 
they borrowed an extra film. Now, the annual charge on 
that, say they borrowed it on a ten year basis, means to 
say that they would be repaying, instead of film, being 
provided out of their revenue and directly paid to one of 
these reconstruction jobs, that film, would be granted to 
them and would be towards this reconstruction job of film. 
On the basis of their annual charges, say it was granted on 
a ten year period, there would be an annual repayment Of 
£100,000 in place of that film, plus interest. I cannot work 
this out here, but i't would be considerably lower ; there 
would be one year’s interest at 6 per cent, so one has to add 
that £100,000 on a ten year baSis to Ihe interest of film, for 
one year and deduct that from the film, which London 
Transport are now taking from current assets to appropriate 
to these fares, and '1 suggest to you that the difference 
would be very, very great. 

1422. I would like now to pass on to another matter 
a point which you made with regard to the Ruislip- 
Wermbley Park journey, which you say is 4s. 0d., or your 
theoretical example is 4s. Od. You went on to say that that 
represented £3 a day in revenue on the basis of twenty 
persons per carriage in the eight carriages of the train ? — 
Yes. 

1423. You 'then suggested that if that were reduced to 
3s. Od. and that if there was a sales drive and it attracted 
forty people per carriage instead of twenty, that would be 
320 times 3s. Od. per journey, making £48. You kindly 
reduced the possible increased revenue to £10, Which, you 
worked out at £180 a day, as the extra profit. Is thal right? 
—Yes. 

1424. In the first place assuming that the proposition 

on which you based that, that there would be a 100 per cent 
increase in traffic — supposing that did not happen when 
you reduced your fare by 25 per cent from 4s. Od. to 
3s. 0d.— What do you say then ?— There again there comes 
in my other point 'that I made this morning . 

1425. Would you deal with one point at a time. You 
would in fact lose by a 25 per cent reduction in fares unless 
you attracted twice the number, £144 a day?— Yes, you 
would. 

1426. Or to put it 'in another way, if you reduced your 
fare by 25 per cent, you need atn increase of passengers, 
even to break even, of 33-J- per cent do you not ? — Yes. 

1427. Take a Sunday for example, which would be 

entirely off peak. Do you think that on a Sunday you 
would be likely to attract a further 33 per cent passengers 
by reducing the fare by 25 per cent ?— Ef you remember, l 
prefaced by remarks . 

1428. No— do you think so ? — I would like to answer 
this question ilf I may With some modifications, but I think 
that 'in putting these questions to me, you have, with res- 
pect, missed one point in my evidence this morning. I made 
the point 'then that London Transport, in order to make 
this cheap fares policy a success, should appoint somebody 
in the position of a cheap fares production officer ; in other 
words that they should not do as they are now, just give a 
decreased fare and hoping that the people Will patronise 
them. I think this 'is the fundamental point— If they are 
going in for a cheap fares policy it Should be pushed and 
pushed and pushed and pushed until everyone is aware of 
this fares policy, and I think on that principle depends 
whether your figures or mine Will succeed. 

If they push it and advertise it— after all the Egg Pro- 
duction Board, which is Government sponsored, has gone 
to the trouble of getting “ Chicks ” to ensure that you have 
eggs for breakfast, and London Transport coal'd possibly 
do something of that 'kind. People thought it was ridiculous 
for them to introduce “ Chicks ” to encourage people to 
have eggs on the breakfast table, but I suggest that this 
fares policy should be pushed and pushed and pushed until 
everyone is clamouring to get into the trains. 
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Until Ms policy lis adopted I am afraid we cannot argue 
whether th!is cheap fares policy will pay or inot. It wants 
advertising and people being told that London Transport 
has really embarked on a cheap fares policy ; 1 think 'if that 
was the principle adopted, they would be patronised by the 
public. 

1429. You have heard Mr. Lloyd say that experiments 

are (in fact conducted and no doubt you will agree that 
London Transport has had very great expedience in that 
sort of transport that they can sell and also of the sort they 
find it difficult to sell ? — Yes. There are one or two points 
that I should like to take up . 

1430. I was about to ask you a question when you 
paused to seek for information. What I was going to ask 
you was : Would you be surprised to hear that in Mr. 
'Lloyd’s view a cheap fare from Ruislip to Wembley Park 
as you suggested would not produce more than about 5 per 
cent increase in passengers, which would show a consider- 
able neit loss ? — As I say, I am putting my reservation that 
if this cheap fare policy were pushed and pushed and 
pushed it could be done, and there is evidence for my 
contention before the Select Committee. Officials of Lon- 
don Transport have said before the Select Oommittee — and 
correct me if I am wrong, but I think Mr. Lloyd mentioned 
this on Friday — 'that they just about break even. To the 
sales manager of a commercial firm, if he has a new projeot 
out and he is just about breaking even, he is happy because 
he knows that with another push, he is going to make 
profits. That is the suggestion I put to London Transport. 

14®1 . Very well. Now may I turn, I hope briefly, to 
housing. You are largely personally concerned with the 
Hillingdon area, are you not ? — Yes. 

.\1432. And you probably heard Mr. Lloyd say that 
various local authorities had been asked to do what they 
could to provide local housing for staff 'in the vicinity of 
their garages 7 — Yes, and I sympathise with London Trans- 
port over this. 

1433. I do not know whether you have any influence 
with the Hillingdon Council, but that is one of the councils 



to which application for housing has been made, so far 
without success . — I know. 

1434. You do know that, do you ? — Yes. 

1435. Perhaps you might like to use your undoubtedly 

persuasive powers with the Council ? — I would with 

pleasure, if I could. 

1436. lit would assist London Transport in one aspect 
in which they would like to be assisted ? — 'Yes, I appreciate 
that, but I am not an official of the London Borough of 
Hillingdon ; I am only a Residents’ Association man in the 
area. I do not know whether this is the reason, but I 
assume it was ; the obvious snag is that even if Hillingdon 
could accommodate London Transport there, there is no 
guarantee that those employees of London Transport would 
continue in London Transport’s employ while .they were 
using those houses. 

1437. Or even, perhaps, if they were using London 
Transport houses, if they existed ? — I appreciate that’ that 
■is one of the difficulties of London Transport’s housing 
problem, but I think that is softened by the fact that it 
would create a wonderful amount of goodwill between 
London Transport’s employees and themselves. 

MS'S. No doubt it would. Now would you like to 
comment on your point with regard to intermediate fares ; 
you are suggesting that H miles and 2\ miles should be 
retained at 6d. and lOd. ? — Yes. 

1439. Would you like to comment on our estimate that 
that would cost London Transport £2.5m. ? — I have no 
means of checking the figure at all, but it rather surprises 
me because I think that by cheapening these lower fares, 
they are going to lead a lot more people into their net 
and raise their revenue, which is the great thing — that the 
revenue has to be raised by any means. 

(Mr. Crawford): Thank you, Mr. Buckham. 

(Mr. Mercer): I have no questions in re-examination. 
Sir. 



(The witness withdrew) 

(Mr. Mercer) : I have only one more witness to be called ; he Will produce the exhibits. 

Mr. David Abraham Lazarus, sworn 
Examined by Mr. Mercer 



1440. its your full name David Abraham Lazarus? — 
Yes. 

1441. 'Do you live at No. 124 Manston Park Gardens, 
London, N.W.2 ?— That is so. 

1442. Are you a Bachelor of Laws ? — 'I am. 

1443. And are you a student ?— Yes. 

11444. Are you a member of the Committee for which 
you are appearing ; are you in fact a Research Committee 
member thereof ? — I am. 

11445. Are you responsible for the exhibits which have 
been checked 'by London Transport and which we have 
called DAL'l, 2 and 3 ?— Yes, that is so. 

1446. Is DAL 1 an exhibit with reference to London 
Transport and Local Authority Undertakings, road services, 
1964 ?— Yes. 

1447. Does this show a comparison between London 
Transport and local authority undertakings ?— Yes. The 
local authorities that were taken were referred to in a 
publication called “ Passenger Transport in Great Britain ” 
published by the Ministry of Transport in 1964. There are 
a lot of local authorities named ; they are listed at Table 27 
on page 18. 



1448. And do you consider that this is a useful com- 
parison for the purpose of this Table ? — Yes, I do. I fed 
that on these local authorities, which are a great many 
small undertakings, cannot be said to be exactly the same 
as London Transport, which is one large one, but they are 
transport undertakings. They have similar problems of 
traffic ; they have similar problems relating to the size and 
nature of the areas that they have respectively to cover and 
I feel that a comparison Of this nature, although too much 
should not be read into it, is of considerable value. 



1450. What do you deduce first of all from your 
Exhibit 1 7 — One 1 of Exhibit 1 shows vehicle miles per 
vehicle on London Transport and on local authority under- 
takings. It shows that London Transport are making better 
use of their vehicles and I think this is .particularly so when 
one considers the figures in column 1 in relation to the 
figures given at fine 4, which shows that the local authority 
undertakings’ drivers are putting in more miles during the 
year than the London Transport drivers. I think that the 
figure of 38,100 at line 1 for London Transport may very 
well be due to the fact that their fleet is in better use during 
off peak periods. 

1451. And as far as line 2 IS concerned, this shows that 
the average receipt per passenger journey differs, does it 
not 7 — Yes. this figure was obtained by simply dividing the 
total passenger receipts for the local authorities with the 
passenger journeys, and the two figures here were those 
that resulted. They show that the average receipt per 
journey is substantially lower on local authorities. There 
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are certain further deductions that can be made from this, 
but I think they are more applicable to DAL 3 than DAL 2. 

1452. Finally, on line 3, what do you deduce about the 
local authorities so far as losses in respect of passenger 
journeys are concerned ? — Line 3 shows tha't in spite oif the 
difference of 26.9 per cent in receipts per passenger journey 
the conductors on London Transport are still able, over a 
period of a year, to take very slightly more than, but sub- 
stantially the same amount as, conductors on local authority 
undertakings. This shows in fact, or may be considered a 
reflection of the 'fact, that the lower the receipts per 
passenger journey on the local authority undertakings has 
not lost them so many passengers, or lost passengers in the 
same way, as has taken place on London Transport. 

1453. If we come to your Exhibit 2, that is a comparison 
as between the road and rail services of London Transport 
itself ; is that so ? — Yes, it is. 

1 454. That is an internal comparison ? — 1 1 is. 

1455. What is your general deduction from this Table ? 

— The general deduction I would make is that although 
line 2 shows that over the ten year period passenger receipts 
have increased by 24.2 per cent on the buses, and the very 
substantial amount of 80.25 per cent on the Board’s rail 
services, the undertaking as a whole has lost 1,240,000,000 
passenger journeys over the total period — I take this figure 
from line 1. This is a very large loss and f think it is a very 
serious loss.. 

Line 3 gives some idea of the reduction in the under- 
taking's services that has taken place over that period. 

Line 4 perhaps is one of the most important lines in the 
Exhibit because ft is passenger males rather than passenger 
journeys, which are the main revenue criterion of the 
Board. A drop in road services is on its own an extremely 
serious figure but there is also shown a substantial drop, of 
13 per cent, in the passenger miles on the Board’s rail ser- 
vices. 

This, as I see it, cannot be attributed to traffic conditions 
as the Board attributes the drop in the user of road services. 

Line 7 shows the estimated length of a passenger journey. 

It shows that it has dropped very slightly on the road 
services, 0.8 per cent, but over the ten year period it has 
dropped 13.2 per cent on the rail services, from 5.3m. 
miles to 4.6m. miles. 

I think this figure confirms in sum the View of the Board 
that the tendency of the traffic has been to leave the road 

Cross-examined by 

1461. Can you tell me briefly (I hope) how these tables 
and the information you have put before us Will enable 
London Transport Board to raise additional net revenue ? 

— The purpose of the insertion of these figures was to show 
that continual raising of fares was deterring passengers and 
that ultimately harm would be done to the board, and it 
would be harm of a permanent nature which would affect 
■future prospects which I believe are relevant to the con- 
sideration of this tribunal. 

1462. 'Do you agree that the proposed fares now before 
the tribunal are likely to result : in an increase of net 
revenue ? — I do not know. I know that this is the hope 
and Wish of the board, but there is no doubt that the effect 
of these increases iis a very serious one. The board supplied 
me with certain figures for 1965 ; these figures confirmed 
everything which I have just sa'id on the basis of these 
exhibits, and they also showed that on the Underground 
services of the board during 1965 there was the largest 
drop in passenger journeys and passenger miles for the 
period of 10 years — and you can compare the figures with 
the figures on tables 15 and 17 in “ Passenger Transport in 
Great Britain.” 

1463. 'Is the answer to the question I asked you that 
you do not know whether the proposed fares will raise an 
increased net revenue ? — I know a net revenue has been 



services and to go on to the rail services, and it is reflected 
in the passenger miles figure at line 4. But I think this also 
means that as over the ten year period at line 1 the 
passenger journeys on the rail services have only increased 
by 0.4 per cent, then one can only infer that the rail services 
have on their own lost a very substantial number of 
passengers. I think it is impossible to assess this number 
but I think this is a fair assumption to make when one 
examines Che figures at line 6, which show, over the ten year 
period 1954 to 1964, this huge rise of 106 per cent in the 
average receipt per passenger mile. 

1456. That is found by a comparison between the road 
and rail services on London Transport itself. Your DAL 3 
deals with some general trends in public transport over the 
same period, between 1954 and 1964 ? — Yes. 

1457. This again compares London Transport Board 
activities with local authority undertakings, and are these 
the same local authority undertakings, as you were referring 
to previously ? — Yes. 

1458. What are the deductions which you suggest can 
be made from the table ? — By examining the figures at line 
6 one sees that both London Transport and the local 
authorities have had substantially to increase their fares. 
The average receipt per passenger journey has gone up 
by 91.4 per cent on London Transport and 81.5 per cent 
on the local authority undertakings. But when one looks 
at the actual figures for 1964, of 6.7d. and 4.9d., one sees 
that the actual receipt per journey is still substantially 
lower. I think this is reflected at line 5, when one considers 
the passenger receipts, because over the 10 year period the 
London Transport Board have increased their bus receipts 
by only 24.2 per cent, whereas the local authorities have 
been able to increase their bus receipts over the same period 
by 43.2 per cent. 

1459. Does line 6 give some idea of how the local 
authorities have improved their revenue position without 
any substantial reduction in services ? — Yes, it does ; you 
get an idea of the difference in the reductions of services 
between the two categories from lines 1, 2 and 8. Line 1 
shows the vehicle miles on local authorities have dropped 
only by 4.4 per cent, compared with 24.3 per cent on 
London Transport. The number of vehicles on London 
Transport has dropped by 17.6 per cent, whereas the local 
authorities has dropped only by 2.72 per cent, and the 
estimated seating capacity has dropped on London Trans- 
port by 20 per cent but on the local authority undertakings 
by only 2 per cent. 

1460. Not withstanding all that, line 6 shows the local 
authorities have been able to improve their revenue posi- 
tion ? — Yes. 

Mr. Crawford 

estimated by the board. I myself question whether this 
target will be reached. 

'1464. 'It is something you do not know ? — It is some- 
thing I do not know. 

\1465. Would you expect the estimate of £5.7m. net 
revenue to be so far out as not to be achieved in part ? — 
Estimates of net revenue 

■•1466. Would you expect it not to be achieved even in 
part ? — I't is very much to be hoped it would be achieved 
in some small part. 

11467. And do you find a comparison with local 
authorities’ charges of any assistance in helping London 
Transport to achieve an additional revenue ?— Certainly, 
because if one category of undertaking acts in a particular 
manner and is able to maintain i'ts services and keep its 
head above water financially, perhaps by imitating it in 
certain respects another category might be able to do like- 
wise. 

1468. Of course if you are making comparisons you 
would expect to compare* as far as possible, like with like ? 
—Yes. 
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1469. 'Do you know otf any comparalble conurbation in 
the British Isles With London ? — No, I do not ; I made that 
clear when I began to give evidence on these exhibits. 

1470. 'Do you know of any local authority running a 
transport system which runs both road and rail systems ? 
—No. 

'1471. ® am reminded Glasgow does to a limited extent. 
You have tube and surface transport in London on a vast 
scale ? — 'Yes. 

1472. Operated over a vast area ? — Yes. 

1473. 'Far outside the scope with which any other local 
authority has to cope ? — Yes. 

'1474. Do you agree that for the most part the areas 
of traffic congestion in London are outside the experience 
of a provincial local authority ? — That is an extremely 
difficult point, because if you have a small undertaking in 
a small area you will have a relatively similar traffic prob- 
lem. I believe in the 1963 report there is a map showing 
the Central London area, and details are given of the 
vehicles entering the area during peak periods. The 
Central London area is only a very small proportion of 
the whole of the area of the board’s activities. 1'f one were 
to do this with, let us say, Manchester, and do a survey of 
the vehicles that were entering, say, the area in and around 
Piccadilly and Albert Square, one would find there was a 
comparable traffic problem relative to the size of the 
undertaking. 

11475. II understood your associate, Mr. Buckham, to 
indicate that in the suburbs of London there were many 
local bottlenecks in the high streets of the local authorities ; 
do you confirm that view? — 'Are you referring to peak 
periods or generally ? 

■14176. II am referring to what Mr. Buckham is referring 
to.— I cannot recall his remarks on this particular point. 



'1477. You referred to congestion in centres of provin- 
cial dries, but one point Mr. Buckham made this morning 
was that you could not take London as simply involving 
a central congestion because there was congestion at many 
points in the high streets of the outer municipalities which 
formed part of the area ?— Certainly. You will get a main 
concentration of a traffic problem in the centre of your 
area, but this does not make it impossible that other traffic 
problems should arise in other parts of the area ait different 
times of the day. 



1478. While we are considering questions of compar- 
ability of provincial cities with London, have you 
considered, when putting forward these figures, the differing 
availabilities of staff ? — Yes, I have considered the differing 
availabilities of staff, and they would make some difference 
to the figures at lines 3 and 4 of DAL 1 . If London Trans- 
port staff were up to strength, t'he figure at line 4, instead 
of being HI per cent, would be about 1® per cent, and 
the figure at line 3 would be similarly altered ; I shall grant 
that. But on the other hand, although I have no detailed 
knowledge of the fact, it is fair to assume that in some of 
the local authority undertakings at any rate, particularly in 
areas where there is full and lucrative employment, there 
will exist to some measure this problem of shortage of staff. 



1479. When considering passenger miles as a compar- 
able factor 'in your tables, I have no doubt you have 
considered 'the differences between various municipal 
undertakings and London of the journeys of more than two 
fare stages in the municipal areas, which would affect the 
comparative assessment of passenger miles, because a 
passenger mile is counted in relation to the ultimate fare 
stage paid for, and not where the passenger actually 'gets 
off ; I am sure you have taken that into account — for 
example you must know there are up to five fare stages 
which are charged as one fare, and of course a person may 
get out at two, three or four but still be counted as five ? — 
Yes, I think that is possible. 



1480. That does not happen in London ? — If cannot 
happen in London. 

•1481. Therefore again we have a differential, so the 
comparability of passenger miles must have some weighted 
allowance ? — Yes, this must exist to some extent. 

1482. Have you made any adjustment in relation to 
that sort of thing ? — No ; in order to do that I would have 
had to get details of operations of 80 or 90 local authorities. 
I would liked to have done this, 'but I was unable, and my 
figures will have to have less value on this account. 

>1483. Of course you appreciate my questions are 
designed to show that the probative value of your figures 
is not to be taken entirely upon their face value? — Yes. 

11484. And you are dealing with local authorities whose 
activities range from 24 buses to some unlimited number ? 
— Yes; in fact there are in table 27 13 local authority 
undertakings operating between 24 and 49 vehicles, 29 
operating between 49 and 99 vehicles, 27 operating between 
99 and 249 vehicles, and, apart from London Transport, 
'1 8 operating 249 or more vehicles. 



(The witness withdrew) 



(Mr. Mercer) : That is my case. 

(Mr. Molony ): In making these observations to you 
on behalf of Greater London Council, may I say that, 
associated with that authority, are the London Boroughs 
of Hillingdon, Brent, Ealing, Islington, Newham and 
Waltham Forest, and also the borough of High Wycombe. 

The Greater London Council is here for the first time, 
and not merely is it the local authority for the London 
area, but it is also the Inner London education authority, 
and a highway, planning and road traffic authority. Its 
interests and concerns are widespread and very much linked 
with the facilities available in London for the travelling 
public and the rates which they have to pay. 

I also appear here for the first time, and in that position 
I am acutely conscious of the anomaly which springs from 
the, fact that basically the tribunal is being asked on this 
occasion , to confirm fares which have already been 
increased. I am told that on no previous occasion has the 
tribunal failed to confirm that which has already been 
brought into operation. To that extent the editorial writer 
who penned the' column in “ The Times ” last week was 
.probably on very sure and safe ground. 



(President): You cannot build too much on coincidences, 
•Mr. Molony 1 

(Mr. Molony) : I observe that in section 48, which is the 
special procedure section, there is in sub-section (6), an 
enabling power providing for the London Board’s and the 
Railways Board’s giving a joint notice under suib-section 
01) of the section. It is a great pity they did not give a 
joint notice in this case, but rather, by adopting separate 
notices and separate applications the thing has been divided 
up in the way it has been. It means, in relation, for 
example, to the AmerSham proposal — 'the additional pro- 
posal — that I now am called upon to deal with consequen- 
tial resul'ts before we have had an opportunity of 
'investigating the question — and you will be aware of the 
similarity of interest which led me at an earlier stage to 
invite you to say, as you were good enough to say, that 
insofar as the alteration of the concessionary fares of 
juveniles was concerned that was a matter Which could be 
taken together, although emerging separately from two 
different applications. That state of affairs increases one’s 
difficulties but I should do my 'best. 

Looking at the Statutory provisions which form the whole 
Of the inquiry, I Observe that under section 46(4) the two 
boards should make such applications under this section as 
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appear to them to be necessary to secure that their charges 
make a proper contribution to the discharge of their 
financial duty taking into account their present circum- 
amd future prospects. Of course, financial duty takes us 
back to section 18(1), whose terms will be well within your 
knowledge. i 

The tribunal’s 'powers are indicated by section 45(4), 
where the dictate of the Act is that the tribunal should do' 
nothing which will in the opinion of the tribunal prevent 
the London Board and the Railways Board from levying 
charges which make a proper contribution to the discharge 
of their financial duties, again taking into aocount their 
present circumstances and future prospects. 

In my submission it is quite evident .from what we have 
heard and the tabulated statements of finance that has been 
put in the London Transport despaiir of making ends meet 
and, so far from proposing by their notice to exact from 
the travelling public that which is necessary to make a 
proper contribution to the discharge of their financial 
duties, they can justify their present approach, budgeted to 
produce a 'deficit in the current year of the order of £5m., 
orrfy on the basis that this is justified by their present 
circumstances and future prospects. The tribunal are 
entitled to- take those factors into account, and in my sub- 
mission unquestionable to make their own assessment of 
what are the present circumstances- and the prospects of 
the London Board. 

You are under not duty to see that they make ends meet 
(to use a phrase which I hope reproduces the sense of 
section 18) you are merely under a duty not to prevent 
than from doing so insofar as they make application with 
this purpose in mind. 

It is perfectly reasonable, in my submission, to say that 
the present circumstances as they have developed, and Che 
prospects, of die board justify them in abdicating — in 
accepting the impossibility of— performing that duty which 
section 18 imposes on them. Their present circumstances, 
have demonstrated that It is not possible in the situation 
which has developed (in London for them to fulfil their 
financial duty and' at the same time: of course maintain a 
service adequate to the metropolis. 

May I remind you of the optimistic idea ventilated and 
accepted in 1963, that the board- should aim at a £4m. 
annual surplus on revenue account, agreed' with- the Minister 
and subsequently investigated as a figure by your tribunal, 
sir, in the inquiry which was held -in November of that year. 
It was accepted by the tribunal that that was a proper 
figure to aim at on revenue account £of replacement of 
assets and provision for a general reserve: That was the 
position at die end of 1963. 

In June, 1964 the board were back again before you, 
because they, had brought in increases in March,, which you 
were asked to confirm. They were confirmed, and. what 
they were then aiming at was a surplus not of £4m. but of 
£2|m. 

This is not the end of the 1964 story, however. In July, 
their fares went up- again. Using the section 48 procedure 
they were back before you in November, and instead of a- 
surplus of £2sjm. they were then facing a deficit of £2.7m. 
More fare increases had to be levied, and it was proposed 
to recover by this means a sum in all of £5.7m., which 
would, it was hoped (but not with any confidence) yield for 
1 964 a surplus of £3m. 

Of course, that did not happen, and what the records 
have- shown is that over the years you get a falling number 
of passengers. You get increased receipts only by taking 
substantially more out of the pockets of those who do 
travel, so that fewer passengers are paying more for the 
pleasure of being carried, and the additional, revenue does 
not keep pace With rising costs. 

So this target of 1963 — which is not so long ago — has 
receded into- the far-distant background, and the prospect 
of its ever being attained has- evaporated completely. 



To look at 1963 itself, there was a surplus of £2.1m. on 
revenue account. In 1964 there was. a surplus of £1.3m. 
But in the aggregate we get a deficit against the target of 
£4±m. over those two years— and we know what happened 
in 1965 : a deficit of £lm. after taking credit for the £3 .8m. 
paid by the Minister as a free gift from the Exchequer in 
order to make good to London Transport what ’they might 
have collected if they had been allowed to -put up their fares. 
They did not put up their fares, because their application 
never came before you. Whether it would have been 
approved one does not know, but, making, full allowances, 
a deficit— that is to say a short fall, as against a target of 
£4m., of more than the £lm. actually recorded— was the 
outcome for the year 1965 ; now, in the year 1966, not- 
withstanding the increases which were introduced in the 
earlier months of this year, ‘it is expected that the deficit on 
revenue account will amount to a sum of £5m. That means 
a shortfall at the end of this year of over £!0m. against a 
target which was fixed as recently as 1963 after taking 
credit for money paid by the Minister. That is a deplorable 
state of affairs and, not surprisingly, this occasions great 
Ministerial interest and concern and, of course, the whole 
subject, as we know, was investigated by the Select Com- 
mittee ore Nationalised Industries. 

May I refer to the important passages in the Report of 
that Committee which, obviously, ha-s found very cteep 
Ministerial approval. I have already invited 1 your attention, 
in the course of cross-examination, to the passages that are 
to be found on page 1'3'8 onwa-rds, beginning with paragraph 
548. I do not want to repeat something that has already, 
certainly in substance, I think, been- drawn to your notice, 
but a great deal of What is set out here is founded on the 
Board’s own evidence, which is to be found in Appendix 5 
of Volume 2 of the Minutes of Evidence given to this 
Committee. 

I will dwell just for a moment on what is a matter of 
root concern, paragraph. 554 under the: heading of “ The 
balance between adequacy and financial obligation: 
Legally the Board see their two obligations, to provide an 
adequate service and to pay their way, as of equal weight. 
Since the war, they claim, London Transport has sought 
consistently to maintain adequate standards of service ; and 
this policy has meant putting up fares to meet higher costs 
rather than seeking economies by reducing these standards. 
The public,, however, are ‘ extremely eocal ’ on. both issues 
at once-, say the Board ; they want better services and lower 
costs. As the Board receive an equal, number of criticisms 
ore each, count, they believe they have been holding the 
balance correctly. 

" Until recently the two obligation's hod proved recon- 
cilable: But the Board are now running into a period when 
they may not be able to comply with them. In that event, 
said a Board witness, they would consider it more important 
to maintain an adequate and efficient service than to adhere 
to their financial obligations.” 

Then there is a reference to the Ministry’s witness who 
took a rather different view of the financial implications of 
the Board’s policy and its effect upon the public from that 
taken 'by the spokesman for the Board itself: “The 
Ministry’s witness also contemplated that if the two obliga- 
tions 'became impossible to reconcile, it would be the 
financial obligation that would give way. This, tie 
recognised, was what had happened. At this stage, he said, 
the Ministry became concerned not only for the financial 
position but also for the quality of services. If an adequate 
service cannot be supported by the users, and if it is to 
continue, the question of who should pay would then arise, 
said, the Ministry’s' Witness.” 

Then in the paragraph that follows there is a summary 
of the suggestions made, some of them by Sir Alec Valen- 
tine, regarding, the form in which, financial relief might be 
brought to bear in support of London Transport. One of 
the suggestions was the interest, charge on capital assets., 
including,, of course, the great deal of money ’that falls to 
be laid out on the Victoria Line, and. another relief from 
taxation on. fuel oil; and at the foot Of page 141 the 
financial effect of relief of those types was mentioned and 
those two. that I have, mentioned were said to amount, if 
'they were conceded, to over £8tn. a year. 
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Over the page other forms of subsidy are touched upon 
and reference is made to the forms of assistance which 
Metropolitan transport undertakings in other countries 
received from one source or another. I will pass, if I may, 
to the conclusions to this particular part Of the report on 
page 143. The first conclusion relates to the depreciation 
in recent years of the Board’s services, summarised in the 
final sentence: “Thus not only is London Transport 
‘ finding it increasingly difficult ’ to meet both their statutory 
Obligations: they are failing to carry out either duty.” 

Then there is a summary of the financial prospect in 
paragraph 570, and in 5711 the proposals which the Board 
put forward to meet that impending situation: First, the 
future level of fares should be agreed ; in the Board’s view 
they could be raised a little. Secondly, the standard of 
service should be at least as good as the Board have been 
aiming to provide and preferably improved. Thirdly, the 
financial relief required by the Board to achieve these two 
aims should be calculated and paid over in a form that is 
specific and has economic justification.” 

Then observations were made in general terms by tha 
Committee on these suggestions, but I would like to pass — 
because I do not want to labour something which at one 
time or another the members of the Tribunal will have 
read — -to the general conclusions which occupy the last 
three pages of this report, beginning on page 146. Perhaps 
the matter is summarised on page 147, in paragraphs 588 
onwards. : “ The combined effects of worsening patterns of 
traffic, increasing congestion on the roads, loss of traffic 
following the ban on overtime in 1963,. shortage of staff 
and rapidly rising staff costs have meant a steady deteriora- 
tion in the Board’s financial position. The Board have 
never succeeded in achieving more than about half their 
financial objective (a surplus of £4' million a year on aver- 
age over the five years 1963- to 1967),”' and that is a 
reference to the target of £4m. a year. “ In 1965 they hope 
to avoid a deficit we know that they did not — “ but on 
the basis of current costs and fares, they expect to incur 
increasing deficits from 1966 onwards,” and we know 
rather more about 1966now. 

“ There appears to be little prospect of securing signifi- 
cant reductions in expenditure, either by cutting unre- 
munerattive services or in other ways, : in the near future. 
Considerable economies have been secured by improved 
productivity in the maintenance of rolling stock, although 
there is. room for further improvements. Economies from 
automation on the railways and the buses, and from lira- 
proved rolling stock lie further ahead. Even by increasing 
fares to what they consider the limit of commercial 
practicability, the Board could not achieve more than half 
their objective, though Your Committee consider that the 
Board may be too pessimistic about the prospects of rais- 
ing additional revenue in this way. 

“ The outcome has been that the Board are both failing 
to provide an adequate service and failing to pay their way. 
An official witness pointed out that this is a matter of 
concern to the Minister, who is now to carry out ‘ a 
thorough examination of the conditions under which the 
Board operate.’ ” 

Then they make various comments on the forms of 
relief which had been invited by the representatives of the 
Board. 



Those passages and ones that I have not presently dwelt 
upon indicate in combination with the evidence which you 
have heard at.this Inquiry, sir, what are the present circum- 
stances of the Board, and quite plainly the point has. been 
reached; and passed, when the Board is quite unable to do 
that which the statute enjoins it to do, either under section 
7 cur under section 8(b). But t/his position has attracted the 
appropriate Ministerial interest, and on the 16th November 
last we find the Minister dealing with the position in these 
terms, in, Column. 1102 of the- 16th November’s Hanzard : 
“ So we. have to> make up our- m'inds.. We have to take a 
decision about the. future and about- whether there will be 
a further subsidy to> London Transport to. keep down the 
fares, It is now dear, and was clear to the. Select Com- 
mittee, that the Board can no longer maintain Viability in 



its normal operations.” That (is a short way of putting that 
which I have been contending for as a correct interpretation 
of the evidence you have heard : “ The Board can on longer 
maintain viability of its normal operations. Under the Act 
of 1962 they are expected to make a surplus of £4m. a year 
and they made a surplus of £4m. for the first two years 
combined. They have no surplus this year, instead, as has 
been recognised tonight, they will make a loss which will 
not be made good by the £3. 8m. subsidy which I promised 
them some time ago. Even after that has been, paid there 
will still be a deficit this year.” 

I pass on from that debate to that which took place on 
the 9th December, but before l do so I should make this 
observation : My attention has been drawn to the fact that 
paragraph 588 of the report has been corrected. It is in the 
penultimate complete line of paragraph 588, and that should 
read : “ In 1965 they hope to avoid a deficit, but on the basis 
of future costs and current fares ...” 

( President ): Where does that come from ? 

(Mr. Molony ): This is all new to me and I am much 
Obliged to my friend for correcting me. This is the second 
special report from the Select Committee on Nationalised 
Industries. It is a report by the Select Committee contain- 
ing, and presumably commenting upon (although I have 
not seen this for myself) observations of the London 
Transport Board upon their first report. Ii! is a- Stationery 
Office publication. 

(President): We have a copy of that, but where is the 
amendment ? 

(Mr. Mtolony ) : Page 6, sir. 

( President ): That is part of the Board’s observations. 
The Committee themselves have not said that their report 
should be amended, have they ? 

(Mr. Molony ) : No, I rather think not, sir ; although on 
the basis which was under consideration I can see that 
there is considerable justification for that correction and 
I would not say that it ought not to be incorporated, 
although the authority of the Committee itself may not be 
present. 

(President) : I see the point. It was a justifiable comment 
upon the wording of the Committee’s report, but they did 
not amend it. 



(Mr. Molony) : Then if I may return to the submissions I 
am making, we have already looked at the debate on the 
9th December when Mr. Frazer has a great deal more to 
say and placed the plight of London Transport in the 
broader perspective of the traffic problem and the problem 
of congestion about which we all are so painfully aware. 
May I just give you the column references to that to which 
I invite attention. They have been touched on before and 
I do not want to labour the matter unduly at this stage. I 
invite attention to column 683, 684, 686, 688 and 689. Those 
are the points where one finds particular passages recog- 
nising the difficulties of London. Transport and accepting 
the fact that the requirements of the Act of 1962 were not 
■being fulfilled and could not be fulfilled, and, of course, 
you will remember the evidence of Mr. Lloyd in answer to 
me that when on the 9th December the Minister was hold- 
ing out the expectation of help for London Transport he 
would have known, near enough, that London Transport 
in the year 1966 were expecting to operate at a deficit which 
would not be less than about £4im. and might even be 
more. 

It is in those circumstances, and against that background 
ittaat ia presenting; evidence in this case in* order to. justify 
the increases-, most of which are: already in force, London. 
Transport are recognising that during the current year they 
will end up very seriously in deficit indeed, and at the same 
time, (hose being; their circumstances, the prospects^ are 
that in one way or another they will be relieved financially, . 
possibly on revenue, account, one. does not know with any 
certainty, possibly by relieving them of some of the charges 
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which ought to be attached to revenue account, and it is 
'because that it is the outlook that they are only able to 
budget in the rather sorry way that AE'l before you 
prognosticates as the outlook for the current year. Of 
course other steps may be taken. I think my learned friend 
Mr. Fay was anxious that they should not be forgotten. 
Other steps may be taken which will ease their position. 
For example, steps may be taken to ease the road con- 
gestion and to improve the conditions under which road 
transport operates ; but Mr. Lloyd told us in his evidence 
that no sort of relief could be expected from those circum- 
stances within the next 12 months. 

The submission that I make to you in the light of all 
those matters is this, that on the evidence you have heard 
it is quite plain that the circumstances and prospects of 
London Transport have worsened to a point where they 
are palpably unable to fulfil their obligations, and unable 
to do so because the theatre in which they are called upon 
to operate has altered so much since the Act of 1962. This 
was described by my learned friend Mr. Crawford as a 
holding operation— an attractive way of presenting this 
rather deplorable state of affairs, but a holding operation 
until some aid in some unspecified form came to their 
relief. I was very impressed by the phrase until I read the 
record of 1963, and there I found that the Board were 
saying just the same thing. That too was a holding opera- 
tion, and the difficulty is, of course, that although we 
have those holding operations from time to time, the 
situation is never held. 

That bring the position, I invite the Tribunal to consider 
this proposition : What is now being contended for is no 
more than a palliative, it is not go'ing to cure the very 
serious situation whioh has developed over the years and 
Which cannot be cured except by radical action quite out- 
slide the context of the Act of 1962. On all hands it is agreed 
that such an operation is necessary, and the necessity for 
it is all too plain. Why, then, should the passengers of 1966 
and 1967 be burdened by an increase in fares only designed 
to bolster up, and only capable of bolstering up, a system 
in a purely temporary way when it is obvious that that 
system cannot be conducted on a basis of financial self 
sufficiency. The present circumstances and the inevitable 
prospects, because of those circumstances, of some drastic 
action of quite a different character from that contem- 
plated by the Act of 1962 shows that we have moved into 
an era when the double requirements Of the Act of . 1962 
are quite out of keeping. Of course we know, everybody 
knows, that M you put your fares up you drive some 
passengers away, you encourage more people to use their 
private transport, you get people out of the habit of using 
public transport ; and as the evidence today has emphasised, 
this problem is not going to be solved merely by keeping 
the private car out of the central area. The vast problem 
about the Metropolitan Area is that points of congestion 
are developing all round the periphery and it is not likeh' 
to be cured, or even substantially relieved, by some sort of 
restriction otf private transport at the heart of the area. 

What I have been saying represents, though perhaps not 
quite as happily as the formal resolution of the Council, the 
terms of the resolution in which this objection was 
authorised and approved. 

We know the amount of traffic is falling consistently as 
a consequence of these fare increases. We can, I think, 
discover from Mr. Lloyd’s Exhibit 7 that even this year the 
traffic has fallen below budgeted expectations. There is 
certainly no sign of a halt ir. the decline of passengers of 
the public transport system, and in those circumstances I 
do invite the Tribunal to consider whether it is right, at this 
stage, in view of the circumstances and prospects of London 
Transport, to add to the discouragement on the use of 
public transport and to encourage, temporarily at any rate 
until some of the powerful restrictions come into play, the 
increased use of private transport with, of course, enhanced 
congestion of the streets and further difficulty in (he way 
of bus services operating in a way that meets the public 
need. 

All I desire to say in addition to that, Sir, is on the hard- 
ship whiich obviously is going to attach to the abolition of 
the half-mile break between one and two miles and two 
and three miles. They have been picked on, as I under- 



stand, because they are revenue producing. I am told that 
those breaks were introduced comparatively recently, in 
1963 I think it was. They most certainly have the effect of 
sharing the burden between the short distance travellers 
fairly, and although I would not suggest for one moment 
that nobody has got to pay for a mile unless they travel two 
fare stages wherever they join the bus, the fact remains 
that they may have to pay, on some routes at some points, 
for a 2 mile journey at the 8d. rate when in fact they have 
only been carried a mile or just below it because the fare 
stages are not necessarily a full half-mile. That can happen 
and it is a most unfortunate result that people should be 
charged at that rate, and it is of course a consequence of 
cutting out these breaks between one and two miles and 
two and three miles. 

The only other matter I wish to deal with is the Amer- 
sham line. Here we have an outstanding example of the 
tail wagging the dog, and the dog of course is British Rail- 
ways, whom we have not seen yet. First of all I invite your 
attention to the terms of the Order wh’ich is sought an 
relation to this line. It is paragraph 6 and Schedule 2 but 
I make this point first because it is a short, simple legal 
point, and I put it in these terms: There is not a word of 
justification in paragraph 6 of the Order or in Schedule 2 
for doing what Mr. Lloyd says the Board want to do, 
namely charge at an increased rate for people whose 
journeys originate or terminate on the stretch of line 
between Harrow-on-the-Hill and Amersham. Paragraph 6 
reads: “The Board may charge for the carriage of passen- 
gers by railway between Harrow-on-.the-Hill Station and 
Amersham.” That does riot mean people who are travelling 
on that line and miles beyond to the extent that they can be 
surcharged for the distance beyond. If you look at 
Schedule '2, it is in completely consistent terms : “ London 
fares by railway (b) between Harrow-on-the-Hill Station 
and Amersham Station, (c) upon the Watford and Ohesham 
branches.” That means for journeys on those lines, it does 
not mean for journeys to the end of the earth which happen 
to start there, nor does it mean for journeys from the 
outside of London which happen to terminate there. This 
idea, in my submission, is completely unjustified by the 
terms of the Board’s own Order which only permit this 
increased rate for journeys over the stretches of line which 
are designated, and if under the terms of that Order they 
seek to extract a higher rate from any passengers, they are 
doing something which they have no right to do. 

( President ): You might say it only applies to journeys 
between the starting point at Harrow-on-the-Hill and all 
the way to the terminating point at Amersham. 

(Mr. Molony) : I am being very indulgent. “ By railway 
between Harrow-on-the-Hill and Amersham ” I am pre- 
pared to concede covers a passenger who is picked up 
en route at some intermediate station, but it has got to be 
a route at a point between those two termini, and if only 
one of the termini is there, then it is not a route between 
two places. 

(President) : It is a carriage between two places. 

(Mr. Molony) : Yes, and elsewhere. But Chat is not what 
it says. It cannot merely mean between these two places or 
between one of them and anywhere else. 

(President): What it says is between those two places 
plus some bits of journeys in other places. 

(Mr. Molony): It may mean that. I suppose it is meant 
to mean that, You speak of bits of journeys, but just 
imagine someone starting from the station next to Harrow, 
which is North Harrow, from which you might have a 
journey of 25 miles entirely on the London Transport 
system go'ing from the North-West to the South-East. That 
is an outrageous example but an inevitable one if the con- 
struction of the Board is right, that because this journey 
does happen to start from a station on the Amersham 
stretch the railway can say “We can impose upon you a 
3|d. per mile charge. Mind you, we do not want to do it, 
we are only doing 'it because British Railways do it.” I 
invite you to say that they cannot, they cannot under their 
own Order. 
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But of course, there is much more substantial ground for 
saying that this whole Application is misconceived. We 
have not heard British Railways’ justification here, but I 
can imagine that their justification lies in the fact that they 
are enabled to make this charge for journeys from, for 
example, Harrow-on-the-Hill to Manchester. Why that 
should be a good reason for London suburban passengers 
having to pay more for coming from Harrow or Harrow- 
on-the-Hill to their work in the City I do not understand, 
and that is why I say this is an outstanding example of the 
tail wagging the dog, and it is not even the right dog. 

There emerged in the course of my investigation into 
this matter material which no doubt is quite familiar to 
you, the broken mile calculation or alternatively the charge 
of 3 id. per mile, and it is desired to levy one or other of 
those, both of them in my submission quite unjustified, 
under this guise. The reason why you should not consider 
any increase of this sort in favour of London Transport 
can be rested squarely on factual grounds: all these lines 
are London Transport lines, they are owned by London 
Transport, they are operated by London Transport, and 
you remember that Mr. Lloyd very accurately never spoke 
about British Railways rolling stock, what he talked about 
was “ diesels.” Of course it means the same thing, but to 
him they were not British Railways’ rolling stock, they 
were diesels hired, to use another phrase of his, by London 
Transport. In other words, while they are running on these 
lines they are London Transport stock and they are treated 
by London Transport in that light and in no other. You 
also have in mind the services on this stretch. Seven 
stations are served 'by London Transport only, seven out of 
the thirteen. You cannot travel by British Railways on 
them. As to the six others, which of course include the two 
termini, there is a British Rail service to Chorley Wood and 

(Adjourned until tome 



C'halfont and Latimer which I imagine is a commuter 
service. The service to Moor Park and Rickmansworth was 
only put on because British Rail was asked to supply a 
deficiency in the service provided by London Transport 
suffering from shortage of staff. In other words, they were 
just brought in in order to make good an admitted 
deficiency, perhaps through no fault of London Transport, 
on that part of the London Transport service; and the 
service that is given is not, of course, a full service, only 
about twelve trains a day and without the particular service 
at peak times that one would expect. 

In my submission, if there ever was justification for 
London Transport charges following a Railway pattern 
along this stretch of line, that justification has now gone 
completely. It has certainly gone since 1962 when any 
previously existing British Rail service was withdrawn from 
all the stations between Northwood and North Harrow 
inclusive. We have heard today, in answer to Sir Thomas 
Robson’s query, that probably 80 per cent of those who 
make use of .this stretch of line travel exclusively by London 
Transport. It is of course a commuter line ; the people who 
use it would be coming into the City or the central part 
of the metropolis, and for the greater part of their journey 
they would be travelling on London Transport lines 
exclusively. There is no justification for requiring that 
because at one time British Rail had an interest in this line, 
perhaps more than an interest as a matter of history, they 
should impose enhanced charges which cannot be justified 
in the circumstances which have been presented to you at 
this Inquiry. 

'I think I have just overrun your usual time of sitting 
and I am very grateful for your indulgence, sir. 

row morning at 10.30) 



EXHIBIT FJL 1 

LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD 



SUMMARY OIF VARIATION BETWEEN THE ESTIMATED 
ACTUAL ■PASSENGER RECEIPTS FOR YEAR 1965 AND 
THOSE FOR A FUTURE YEAR AT 'PRE-JANUARY, 1966 
CHARGES 



£m. £m. 



Estimated actual receipts for 1965 98.7 



For increased clearance from through traffic 
with British Railways 0.2 



98.9 

Deduct : 

For reductions in road service mileage ... 0.5 

For lower level of traffic receipts and trend 1.4 

1.9 



Estimated receipts for a future year 
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EXHIBIT FJL 2 



LONDON TRANSPORT ROAD AND RAIL SERVICES MAXIMUM SINGLE (FARES 



.((Other Jtham upon 'the Railways — 

<a) ihetweea Queens Park Station and Watford Junction Station ; 
,(b) .between (Harrow-on Jthe-HiU Station and Amersham Station ; 
(c) upon .the Watford and Chesham 'Branches) 



COMPARISON OF (MAXIMUM SINGLE FARES UNDER THE LONDON FARES 
(LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1965, AND THOSE NOW APPLIED FOR WHICH 
ARE THE SAME AS THOSE IN FORCE UNDER THE NOTICE PUBLISHED BY THE 
LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD ON 4th JANUARY, 1966, IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
SECTION 48 OF THE TRANSPORT ACT, 1962 







Maximum Hares 
Proposed 


Increase 

Col (3) over Ool. (2) 


Miles 


London Fares (London 
Transport) Order 1965 


CD 


(2) 


<3) 


(4) 




s. d. 


s. d. 


d. 






4 


— 


li 

2 

24 

3 

4 

5 


6 

8 

10 
1 0 
1 2 
1 4 


8 

•8 

1 0 

1 0 

.1 3 

1 6 


2 

1 

2 


6 

7 


1 6 
1 9 


1 9 

2 0 
2 3 


3 

3 

3 


9 

10 


2 3 
2 6 


2 6 
2 9 


3 




2 8 


2 IT 


3 


112 

13 

14 

15 


2 10 
3 0 
3 2 
3 4 


3 3 
'3 '5 
3 7 


3 

3 

3 


16 

17 

18 

19 

20 


3 7 
3 9 

3 11 

4 1 
4 3 


3 TO 

4 0 
4 2 
4 4 
4 6 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


4 6 


4 9 
4 11 


3 

3 


4 11 

5 1 
5 3 


5 2 
5 4 
5 6 


3 

3 


26 

27 

28 

29 

30 


5 6 
5 8 

5 11 

6 1 
6 3 


5 9 

5 11 

6 2 
6 4 
6 6 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 


35 


7 3 


7 6 


3 


40 


8 3 


8 6 


3 


45 


9 3 


9 6 


3 


50 


10 4 


10 7 


3 



Note— -O n the Coach services the minimum fare is that shown on the scale for 6 miles. 
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EXHIBIT FJL 3 



LONDON TRANSPORT ‘RAILWAYS — (MAXIMUM SINGLE FARES 

(a) between Queens Paik Station and Watford Junction Station 

(b) between Harrow-on-the-Hill Station and Amersham Station and 
.(c) upon the Watford and Chesham branches 

COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM SINGLE FARES UNDER THE LODON FARES 
(LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1965, WITH THOSE IN FORCE UNDER NOTICE 
PUBLISHED BY THE LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD ON 4th JANUARY, 1966, IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 48 OF THE TRANSPORT ACT, 1962, AND WITH 
THOSE NOW APPLIED FOR 



Milas 


Maximum Single 
Fares, London 
Fares (London 
Transport) 
Order, 1965 


Maximum Single , 
Fares in Force 
under Notice 
published 
4th January, 1'966 


Increase 
Col (3) 
over 
Col (2) 


Maximum Single 
Fares now 
' applied for 


Increase 
Col (5) 
over 
Col (2) 


Cl) 


© 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) 




s. 


d. 


s. d. 


d. 


s. 


d. 


d. 


1 




4 


4 


- 




4 


- 


2 




8 


8 


- 




8 


- 


3 


1 


0 


1 0 


- 


1 


0 


- 


4 


1 


2 


1 3 


1 


1 


3 


1 


5 


1 


4 


1 6 


2 


1 


6 


2 


6 


1 


6 


1 9 


3 


1 


9 


3 


7 


1 


9 


2 0 


3 


2 


0 


3 


8 


2 


0 


2 3 


3 


2 


3 


3 


9 


2 


3 


2 6 


3 


2 


6 


3 


10 


2 


6 


2 9 ( 


3 


2 


9 


3 


11 


2 


9 


2 I'l 1 


2 


3 


0 


3 


12 


3 


0 


3 1 | 


1 


3 


3 


3 


13 


3 


3 


3 3 , 


- 


3 


7 


4 


14 


3 


6 


3 6 


-* 


3 10 


4 


15 


3 


9 


3 9 


-a 


4 


a 


4 


16 


4 


0 


4 0 


- 


4 


4 


4 


17 


4 


3 


4 3 


- 


4 


8 


5 


18 


4 


6 


4 6 




4 111 


5 


19 


4 


9 


4 9 


-- 


5 


2 


5 


20 


5 


0 


5 0 


— 


5 


5 


5 
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EXHIBIT FJL 4 
(SHEET 1) 

LONDON TRANSPORT RAILWAYS 
MAXIMUM SEASON TICKET RATES 

COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM WEEKLY SEASON TICKET RATES UNDER 
THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1965 AND THOSE NOW 
APPLIED FOR WHICH ARE THE SAME AS THOSE IN FORCE UNDER THE NOTICE 
PUBLISHED BY THE LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD ON 4/fa JANUARY, 1966, 

IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 48 OF THE TRANSPORT ACT, 1962 



Miles 

(1) 


Maximum Scales 
London Fares 
(London 
Transport) 
Order, 1965 

(2) 


Maximum Scale 
Proposed 

(3) 


Increase 
Col i(3) 
over 
Col (2) 


Maximum Season Ticket Rate compared with cost 
of Travel at Ordinary Return Fares 


Assuming 6 Return 
Journeys a Week 


Assuming 5 Return 
Journeys a Week 


Amount 

(4) 


Per Cent 

(5) 


CoM2) 

(6) 


Ool (3) 
(7) 


Col (2) 
(8) 


Col (3) 
(9) 




£ s. 


d. 


£ s. 


d. 


s. 


d. 


% 


% 


% 




% 




% 



















+ 81.3 


+ 81.3 


+ 1117.6 


+ H'17.6 
















— 


+ 18.8 


+ 18.8 


+ 


42.5 


+ 


42.5 








11 








— 


- 2.1 


- 2.1 


+ 


17.5 


+ 


17.5 














3 


1.8 


- 3.6 


- 8.3 


+ 


15.8 


+ 


10.0 


5 


15 


6 


16 


0 




6 


3.2 


- 3.1 


- 11.1 


+ 


16.2 


+ 


6.7 








18 


0 




9 


4.3 


- 4.2 


- 14.3 


+' 


15.0 


+ 


2.9 








1 0 


0 


1 


0 


5.3 


- 9.5 


- 16.7 


+ 


8.6 












1 t 






9 


3.6 


- 12.5 


- 19.4 


+ 


5.0 


— 


3.3 








1 3 


9 




9 


3.3 


- 14.8 


- 20.8 


+ 


2.2 


— 


5.0 


10 


1 4 


9 


1 5 


9 


1 


0 


4.0 


- 17.5 


- 22.0 


“ 


1'.0 




6.4 








1 7 


6 


1 


0 


3.8 


- 17.2 


- 21.4 


_ 


0.6 


- 


5.7 










6 


1 


r 3 


4.4 


- 16.9 


- 20.3 


— 


0.3 


— 


4.3 








1 11 


3 


1 


6 


5.0 


- 17.4 


- 19.9 


— 


0.8 


— 


3.8 








1 12 


9 


1 


6 


4.8 


- 17.8 


- 20,1 


— 


1.3 


— 


4.2 


15 


1 12 


9 


1 14 


6 


1 


9 


5.3 


- 18.1 


- 19.8 




1.8 


- 


3.7 








1 16 


3 


2 


0 


5.8 


- 20.4 


- 21.2 


_ 


4.4 


_ 


5.4 




1 15 


6 


1 '17 


6 


2 


0 


5.6 


- 21. '1 


- 21.9 


— 


5.3 


— 


6.3 




1 17 


3 


1 19 


0 




V 


4.7 


- 20.7 


- 22.0 


— 


4.9 


— 


6.4 




1 18 




2 0 


3 


1 


9 


4.5 


- 21.4 


- 22.6 




5.7 




7.1 


20 


2 0 


3 


2 1 


9 


1 


6 


3.7 


- 21.1 


- 22.7 




5.3 


- 


7.2 






0 


2 3' 


0 


1 


0 


2.4 


— 22.2 


- 24.6 


_ 


6.7 


_ 


9.5 




2 3 


0 


2 4 


6 


1 


6 


3.5 


- 23.2 


- 24.6 


— 


7.9 


— 


9.5 




2 5 


0 


2 5 


9 




9 


1.7 


- 23.7 


- 26.2 


— 


8.5 


— 


11.5 




2 6 


0 


2 7 


3 


1 


3 


2.7 


- 24.6 


- 26.2 




9.5 




1-1.4 


25 


2 7 


6 


2 8 


6 


1 


0 


2.1 


- 24.6 


- 26.5 




9.5 


- 


11.8 


26 


2 8 


6 


2 10 


0 


1 


6 


3.1 


- 26.5 


- 27.5 


_ 


11.8 


_ 


13.0 


27 


2 9 


6 


2 T'l 


6 


2 


0 


4.0 


- 27.2 


- 27.5 


— 


12.7 


— 


13.0 




2 10 


6 


2 13 


0 


2 


6 


4.9 


- 28.9 


- 28.4 


— 


14.7 


— 


14.1 




2 '111 


0 


2 '14 


0 


3 


0 


5.9 


- 30.1 


- 28.9 




16.2 




14.7 


30 


2 12 


0 


2 15 


0 


3 


0 


5.8 


- 30.7 


- 29.5 


- 


16.8 


- 


15.4 


35 


2 16 


6 


2 19 


0 


2 


6 


4.4 


- 35.1 


- 34.4 


- 


22..1 


- 


21.3 


40 


3 0 


0 


3 3 


0 


3 


0 


5.0 


- 39.4 


- 38.2 


- 


21:1 


- 


25.9 


45 


3 4 


6 


3 7 


6 


3 


0 


4.7 


- 41.9 


- 40.8 


- 


30.3 


- 


28.9 


50 


3 10 


0 


3 11 


6 


I 


6 


2.1 


- 43.5 


- 43.7 




32.3 


- 


32.4 
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EXHIBIT FJL 4 



LONDON TRANSPORT RAILWAYS 



MAXIMUM SEASON TICKET RATES 

COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM MONTHLY SEASON TICKET RATES UNDER 
THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1965 AND THOSE NOW 
APPLIED FOR WHICH ARE THE SAME AS THOSE IN FORCE UNDER THE NOTICE 
PUBLISHED BY THE LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD ON 4th JANUARY, 1966, 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 48 OF THE TRANSPORT ACT, 1962 



Miles 

<1) 


Maximum Scales 
London Fares 
(London 
Transport) 
Order, 1965 

(2) 


Maximum Scale 
Proposed 

(3) 


Increase 
Col (3) 

•Col (2) 


Maximum Season Ticket Rate compared with cost 
of Travel at Ordinary Return Fares 


Assuming 6 Return 
Journeys a Week • 


Assuming 5 Return 
Journeys a Week 


Amount 

(4) 


Per Cent 

<5) 


Col (2) 
(6) 


Col (3) 

(7) 


Col (2) 
(8) 


Col (3) 
(9) 




£ s. 


d. 


£ s. 


d. 


s. 


d. 


0ft 


% 


% 


% 


% 








1 6 


0 








+ 50.0 


+ 50.9 


+ 77.3 


+ 77.3 








1 14 


0 






— 


- 1.9 


- 1.9 


+ 15.9 


+ 15.9 








2 2 


0 






— i 


- 19.2 


- 19.2 


- 4.6 


- 4.6 








2 10 


0 


1 


0 


2.0 


- 19.2 


- 23.1 


- 4.6 


- 9.1 


5 


2 16 


0 


2 18 


0 


2 


0 


3.6 


- 19.2 


- 25.6 


- 4.5 


- 12.1 








3 5 


0 


3 


0 


4.8 


- 20.5 


- 28.6 


- 6.1 


- 15.6 










0 


3 


0 


4.3 


- 24.2 


- 30.8 


- 10.4 


- 18.2 










0 


3 


0 


3.9 


- 26.9 


- 32.5 


- 13.6 


- 20.2 








4 6 


0 


3 


0 


3.6 


— 29.1 


- 33.8 


~ 16.2 


- 21.8 


10 


4 10 


0 


4 13 


0 


3 


0 1 


3.3' 


- 30.8 


- 35.0 


- 18.2 


- 23.1 








5 0 


0 


■4 


0 ' 


4.2 


- 30.8 


- 34J1 


- 18.2 


- 22.1 








5 7 


0 


5 


0 


4.9 


- 30.8 


- 33.3 


- 18.2 


- 21.1 








5 13 


0 


5 


0 


4.6 


- 30.8 


- 33.1 








5 13 




5 19 


0 


6 


0 


5.3 


- 3H .4 


- 33.0 


- 18.9 


- 20.8 


15 


5 19 


0 


6 5 


0 


6 


a 


5.0 


- 91.3 


- 32.9 


— 18.9 


- 20.7 








6 11 


0 


7 


0 


5.6 


- 33.5 


- 34.3 


- 21.4 


- 22.3 








6 16 


0 


7 


0 


5.4 


- 33.9 


- 34.6 


-- 21.8 


- 22.7 








7 1 


0 


6 


0 


4.4 


- 33.7 


- 34.9 


- 21.7 


- 23.1 








7 6 


0 


6 


0 


4.3 


- 34.1 




— 22.1 




20 


7 6 


0 


7 11 


0 


5 


0 


3.4 


- 33.9 


- 35.5 


- 21.9 










7 16 


0 


5 


0 


3.3 


- 35.5 


- 36.8 


- 23.7 


- 25.4 








8 1 


0 


5 


u 


3.2 


- 35.7 














8 6 


0 


4 


u 


2.5 


- 36.6 


- 38.2 


- 25.1 










8 11 


0 


4 


o 


2.4 


- 36.8 


- 38.3 


- 25.3 


- 27.1 


25 


8 12 


0 


8 16 


0 


4 


0 


2.3 


- 37.0 


- 38.5 


- 25.5 


- 27.3 










0 


5 


0 


2.8 


- 38.5 


- 39.5 


- 27.3 


- 28.5 










0 


7 


0 


3.9 


- 39.2 


- 39.5 


- 28.2 


- 28.6 








9 11 


0 


9 


0 


4.9 


- 40.8 


- 40.4 


- 30J1 


- 29.6 








9 16 


0 


11 


0 


5.9 


- 41.5 


- 40.5 


- 30.9 


- 29.7 


30 


9 9 


0 


9 19 


0 


10 


0 


5.3 


- 41.9 


- 41.1 


- 31.3 


- 30.4 


35 


10 4 


0 


10 14 


0 


10 


0 


4.9 


- 45.9 


- 45.1 


- 36.1 


- 35.2 


40 


10 18 


0 


11 9 


0 


11 


0 


5.0 


- 49.2 


- 48.2 


- 39.9 


- 38.8 


45 


11 13 


0 


12 4 


0 


11 


0 


4.7 


~ SI .6 


- 50.6 


- 42. 8 


- 41.6 


50 


12 10 


0 


12 19 


0 


9 


0 


3.6 


- 53.5 


- 52.9 


- 45.0 


- 44.4 
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LONDON TRANSPORT RAILWAYS 



EXHIBIT FJL 4 
(SHEET 3) 



MAXIMUM SEASON TICKET RATES 

COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM THREE MONTHLY SEASON TICKET RATES UNDER 
THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) ORDER 1965 AND THOSE NOW 
APPLIED FOR WHICH ARE THE SAME AS THOSE IN FORCE UNDER THE NOTICE 
PUBLISHED BY THE LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD ON 4th JANUARY, 1966, 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 48 OF THE TRANSPORT ACT, 1962 



Miles 

(1) 


Maximum Scales 
London Fares 
(London 
Transport) 
Order, 1965 

(2) 


Maximum Scale 
Proposed 1 

(3) 


Increase 
Col <3) 
over 
Col (2) 


Maximum Season Ticket Rate compared with cost 
of Travel at Ordinary Return Fares 


Assuming 6 Return 
Journeys a Week 


Assuming 5 Return 
Journeys a Week 


Amount 

(4) 


Per Cent 

(5) 


Col (2) 
(6) 


Col (3) 
(7) 


Col <2) 
(8) 


Col (3) 
(9) 




£ s. 


d. 


£ s. 


d. 


£ s. 


d. 


% 


% 


■* 


% 


% 
















_ 




+ 36.5 


+ 63.8 


+ 63.8 


* 















— 


- 111.5 


- 11.5 





















— . 


- 26.9 








i 










2 


0 


1.5 


- 26.9 








5 


7 12 


0 


7 17 


0 


5 


0 


3.3 


- 29.6 


















8 


0 


4.8 


- 28.2 


- 35.5 


- 13.9 


- 22.6 












8 


0 


4.3 


- 31.5 








L 










8 


0 


3.9 


- 34.0 


















8 


0 


3.6 


- 35.9 








10 


12 3 


0 


12 12 


0 


9 


0 


3.7 


- 37.7 


















10 


0 


3.8 


- 37.5 


- 40.7 


- 25.0 


- 28.8 












13 


0 


4.7 


- 37.6 


















14 


0 


4.8 


- 37.6 


— 39.6 
















16 


0 


5.2 


- 38J1 








.. 15 


16 2 


0 


16 18 


0 


16 


0 


5.0 


- 3811 
















0 


19 


0 


5.7 


- 40.1 


- 40.8 


- 28.1 


- 29.0 














0 


5.4 


- 40.3 


















16 


0 


4.4 


- 40.3 














19 15 


0 


17 


0 


4.5 


- 40.7 


— 41.6 






20 


19 15 


0 


20 8 


0 


. 13 


0 


3.3 


- 40.4 








Til 










14 


0 


3.4 


- 41 j9 


- 43.0 


- 30.3 


- 31.7 












13 


0 


3.1 


- 42.0 


















111 


0 


2.5 


- 42.9 








24 










l'l 


0 


2.4 


- 43.1 








25 


23 5 


0 


23 16 


0 


111 


0 


2.4 


- 43.2 
















0 


13 


0 


2.7 


- 44.5 


- 45.5 


- 313.4 


- 34.6 








25 3 


0 


19 


0 


3.9 


- 45.2 






— 34.6 








25 16 


0 


1 4 


0 


4.9 


- 46.7 






— 35.6 








26 10 




1,10 


0 


6.0 


- 47.3 








30 


25 -.11 


0 


26 18 


0 


1 7 


0 


5.3 


- 47.6 






— 36.3 


35 


27 11 


0 


28 18 


0 


1 7 


0 


4.9 


- 51.3 


- 50.6 


- 41.5 


- 40.7 


. 40 


29 9 


0 


30 19 


0 


1 10 


0 


5.1 


- 54.2 


- 53.3 


- 45.1 


- 44.0 


45 


31 10 


0 


32 19 


0 


i: 9 


0 


4.6 


- 56.3 


- 55.5 


- 47,6 


46.6 


50 


33 15 


0 


35 0 


0 


1.5 


0 


3.7 


- 58.1 


- 57.6 


— 49.8 


t* 49.1 
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ft 

w 




Yield 


Discounted 

W 


£000 

100 


35 


- 


142 


Gross 

(3) 


; £000 

145 


s 


o 


| ™ 


ROPOSALS 

Estimated 

Year’s 

Receipts 

after 

16thJanuary 

1966 

a) 


£000 

290 


§ 


133 j 

. 


1 


FURTHER P 

Further change 
proposed 
0) 


Withdrawal of two-thirds 
rate season tickets 


Withdrawal of half-rate 
season tickets from gain- 
fully employed persons 


Increase from 3d. to 3 id. 
a mile for ordinary fares 
over 10 miles on Harrow 
to Amersham Line (in- 
cluding Watford and 
Chesham 'branches! 


Total I 


J* 


» 


- 


« 
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Assumed 
Loss of 
Passengers 


10% 


« S 3 


* 1 
- a 


Further 

Increase 

Proposed 


To full rate 


3 .S 

“si 

in 

H ^ 


Id. — 78. 
according 
to distance 


1 

ii 

9 g 

g>>e 

1 


! 

% 


All rates 
where applicable 


2s. 9d. — 9s. 8d. 


3 


13 g 

ji 


IS 

■3-hIL 

1 1 
Sc® 

lit 


Increase from 3d. to 3 Id. 
a mile for ordinary fares 
over 10 miles on Harrow 
to Amersham Line (in- 
cluding Watford and 
Chesham branches) 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



MINUTES OR EVIDENCE 



91 



25 April, 1966] 



[Continued 



EXHIBIT FJL 7 



LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD 



ESTIMATED PASSENGER TRAFFIC RECEIPTS (AFTER CLEARANCES)— YEAR 1966 
COMPARED WITH BUDGET 

ALL SERVICES 



Weekly Fi gures 


Cumulative Figures 


Week Ended 


Budget 


Estimated 

Receipts 


Deviation from 
Budget 


Budget 


Estimated 

Receipts 


Deviation from 
Budget 


Amount 


Per cent 


Amount Per cent 


£000 


£000 


£000 


1% 


£000 


£000 


£000 


% 


Jan. 9 
16 
23 
30 


1,881 

1,84'5 

1,924 

1,934 


1,906 

1,810 

1,896 

1,919 


+ 25 

- 35 

- 28 
- 15 


+ 1.4 

- 1.9 

- 1.4 

- 0.8 


1,881 

3,726 

5,650 

7,584 


1,906 

3,716 

5,612 

7,531 


+ 25 
- 10 

- 38 

- 53 


+ 1.4 

- 0.3 

- 0.7 

- 0.7 


Feb. 6 
13 
20 
27 


1,934 

1,926 

1,930 

1,961 


1,908 

1,886 

1,881 

1,941 


- 26 
- 40 

- 49 

- 20 


- 1.4 

- 2.1 

- 2.5 

- 1.0 


9, ’518 
11,444 
13,374 
15,335 


9,439 

11,325 

13,206 

15,147 


- 79 

- 119 

- '168 
- 188 


- 0.8 
- 1.0 

- 1.9 

- 1.2 


Mar. 6 
T-3 
20 
27 


1,974 

1,988 

1,982 

1,992 


2,007 

1,997 

2,007 

1,965 


+ 33 
+; 9 

+ 25 
- 27 


+ 1.7 
+ 0.4 
+ 1.3 
- 7.4 


17,309 

19,297 

21,279 

23,2711 


17,154 

19,151 

21,158 

23,123 


- 155 

- 146 

- 121 
- 148 


- 0.9 

- 0.8 
- 0.6 
- 0.6 


Apr. 3 

10 Good Friday 
17 Easter Monday 
24 


1,974 

1,826 

1,835 

2,003 








25,245 

27,071 

28,906 

30,909 








May 1 
8 
15 
22 


2,0213 

2,023 

2,01'5 

2,005 








32,932 

34,955 

36,970 

38,975 








29 

June 5 Whit Monday 
12 
19 


1,966 

1,881 

1,982 

1,984 








40,941 

42,822 

44,804 

46,788 








26 

July 3 
10 
■17 


1,988 

2,002 

1,999 

2,014 








48.776 
50,778 

52.777 
54,791 








24 

31 

Aug. 7 
14 


1,990 

1,998 

1,944 

1,932 








56,781 

58,779 

60,723 

62,655 








21 

28 

Sept. 4 Augps t M onday 


1,926 

1,944 

1,854 

1,990 








64,581 

66,525 

68,379 

70,369 








18 

25 

Oct. 2 
9 


2,012 

2,010 

2,007 

2,016 








72,381 

74,391 

76,398 

78,414 








16 

23 

30 

Nov. 6 


2,018 

2,050 

2,096 

2,022 








80,432 

82,482 

84,578 

86,600 








13 

20 

27 

Dec. 4 


1,994 

1,988 

2,025 

2,054 








88,594 

90,582 

92,607 

94,661 








11 

18 

Jan. ChriMmas 


2,080 

2,036 

1,920 

1,345 








96,741 

98,777 

100,697 

102,042 








1st & 2nd Jan., 1966 
Less : 1st Jan., 1967 


362 

104 








102,404 

102,300 








TOTAL 


102,300 








102,300 









Note : Fares revision' — ’16th. January, 1966 
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EXHIBIT FJL 8 

HALF AND TWO THIRDS RATE RAILWAY SEASON TICKETS 
Estimated number of ticket holders issued with London Transport season tickets in 1965 



Two thirds rate 



Numbers of 
Holders 



Notes 



8,500 



16 and '17 



See FJL 5 item 6 
— to be increased 



Half rate 
Half rate 



2,600 

100 



15 

16 and 17 
under 25/- p.w. 



See FJL 5 'Item 7 
— to be increased 



1,300 under '14 

and 14-17 full time 
education 



No increase 



TOTAL 11-2,500 'Persons 



Note : The above figures exclude through traffic from British Railways and Local Education 
Authority season tickets 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



LONDON FARES AND MISCELLANEOUS CHARGES DIVISION 



TUESDAY, 26th APRIL, 1966 



Present : 

G. D. SQUIBB, Esq., Q.C. ( President ) 
SIR THOMAS ROBSON, M.B.E.. F.C.A. 
R. C. MOORE, Esq., O.B.E., M.Inst.T. 



Mr. E. S. FAY, Q.C., Mr. T. R. CRAWFORD and Mr. 
R. A. MILLER (instructed by Mr. S. G. Jones, Solicitor 
to the London Transport Board) appeared on behalf of 
the London Transport Board. 

Mr. J. T. MOLONY, Q.C., and Mr. L. MACLAREN 
(instructed by Mr. E. Kelsey, Solicitor for the Greater 
London Council appeared on behalf of the Greater 
London Council. 

Mr. M. C. PARKER and Mr. P. GRIEVE (instructed by 
Mr. Keith Lauder, Town Clerk and Solicitor to the 
London Borough of Barking, and Solicitor and Hon. 
Secretary to the South Essex Traffic Advisory Com- 
mittee) appeared on behalf of the London Borough of 
Barking, and the South Essex Traffic Advisory 
Committee. 

Mr. I. D. HODDY (Solicitor with the Council) instructed 
'by Mr. C. G. Ransome Williams, Clerk to the Council, 
appeared on behalf of the Rickmansworth Urban District 
Council. 



Mr. G. MERCER (instructed by Messrs. Knocker & 
’Foskett, Solicitors for the Travellers’ Associations — 
Joint Committee) appeared on behalf of the Travellers’ 
Associations — Joint Committee. 



Mr. C. M. HAWKINS, Chairman of the Harrow Public 
Transport Users Association, represented the Harrow 
Public Transport Users Association and the Pinner 
Association. 



Mr. F. W. STURCH, Chairman of the Joint Transport 
Committee, represented the Joint Transport Committee. 

Mr. M. EGELNICK, Propaganda Secretary, represented 
the London District Committee Communist Party. 

Mr. G. E. AUSDEN represented the Association of Public 
Transport Users. 

Mr. L. BATCHELOR representing Ealing, Hillingdon, 
Southall Trades Council Joint Transport Committee 



(Mr. Parker ): As you know, Sir, I represent the South 
Essex Traffic Advisory Committee, and the Borough of 
Barking. We had t’he good fortune yesterday afternoon 
to hear the closing observations of Mr. Molony on behalf 
of the Greater London Council. With regard to the general 
matters which he raised with regard to the Application 
which is before you, I, on behalf of the Bodies I have 
indicated I represent, have nothing further to add. 

However, that leaves out of account altogether the 
special considerations which relate to the area covered by 
the bodies I represent, which can be colliquially expressed 
In the phrase “ Fenchurch Line ” or the “ Upminster Line.” 
It does not matter which phrase one uses. 

( President ) : I do not want to take you at a disadvantage, 
Mr. Parker, but yesterday we were a bit pressed for time, 
and I know Mr. Molony wanted to get away, but I wonder 
whether you can make any observations upon how Sub- 
section 4 of Section 45 affects this case? You will 
rememlber that in exercising our power to make Orders, we 
are to do nothing which would, in our opinion, prevent 
the Board from levying charges which would make a better 
contribution to the discharge of their financial liabilities. 

(Mr. Parker) : The sub-section does not end there. 

(President): No. 

(Mr. Parker ): And the next words are, in my submission, 
relevant : “ Taking into account their present financial 
circumstances and future prospects.” 

(President): Not their “financial” prospects; their 

“ present ” circumstances. 

(Mr. Parker) : Yes, Sir, which of course includes financial 
circumstances and future prospects. Those words are; in 



my submission, relevant in considering the way in which 
the case was put — perhaps I ought not to say “on the 
behalf of the Greater London Council ” because perhaps 
my learned friend is here who is in a better position to 
deal with it on that basis, but I would have submitted 
what one has to consider in the particular circumstances 
of this Application, which is for increases in fares which 
come fast upon an application for increases made on the 
last occasions, is to look at what is being sought to be 
done in the context of the present circumstances of the 
Board, and in particular in the context as was said to 
you yesterday, that really the Board is not able, for the 
reasons which were emphasised by my learned friend, to 
carrying out the functions which Parliament has sought 
to impose upon it, and what I would have submitted, 
Sir, in those circumstances, was that you, in considering 
this Application, must look at it in the context that even 
if these charges are approved by you, the effect that those 
charges will have upon the financial viability of the 
Board is such .that the Board, even when those charges 
have been imposed and approved, are still faced with 
what can only be described as a staggering deficit. 

Certainly the way in which I understood the case 
was being put, and the way I put it at all events, is 
this: These proposed charges, in my submission, are 
charges which do not begin really to put the Board in 
a viable financial position. The whole financial position 
in which the Board now is shows a complete breakdown 
in attempting in the near or foreseeable future, on the 
basis of the revenue coming in and the expenditure going 
out, to balance the books, or anything remotely called 
“balancing the books.” It is quite obvious that the 
Board is looking elsewhere, to the Government, for 
financial assistance on a massive scale, and what I would 
have submitted was that really in many ways the present 
position that you are in is a trifle unrealistic because 
no-one on the Tribunal is in a position to say what form 
or amount of financial assistance the Government is going 
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to give the Board. The witnesses whom you have heard 
have said that they do not know, although there are 
various lines which they would regard as profitable by 
means of assisting, but all one is faced with here is an 
enormous deficit which, when one examines the proposals 
that are made, is a deficit which, on any view of the 
matter, will be eliminated or anything like eliminated 
by virtue of these charges. 

That being so, really the proposals that are being made 
are proposals which do not go the root of the Board’s 
financial viability. 

■In my submission it is open to this Tribunal to say: 
“ No, the Board must think again ; the Board must, before 
seeking to impose these charges, have come to some 
definite arrangement with the Government, and should 
■have arranged and negotiated with the Government just 
what sort of financial assistance it is to concede, and 
■in those circumstances then consider what sort of charges 
should be imposed. 

In my submission this Application as a whole — although 
I appreciate certain national newspapers do not take this 
view — is, in many ways, a premature application, because 
what is being put forward here is being put forward 
without there being any concrete evidence as to what the 
present intentions of the Government are, who manifestly 
must come to the assistance of the Board — and will come 
to the assistance of the Board — regardless of the contri- 
bution which they will make. That is the way I put it 
to you — but whether it is put that way on behalf of 
the Greater London Council, I know not. 

Apart from that matter, I did have certain observations 
and criticisms to make of the scale of charges in relation 
to the Upminster Line. In view of the answers which 
Mr. Lloyd gave on Friday to me when I cross-examined 
him about how these came to be imposed, although we 
do not yet have the transcript, you may recollect he said 
these were really matters which ought properly to be put 
to the British Railways, to the officers concerned on their 
behalf — and indeed, one sees from the Draft Orders 
attached to the British Railways Case that this is a matter 
relating to both those detailed matters, so in my submis- 
sion I think I had better disregard that until we have 
heard the case from British Railways. 

'In those circumstances, unless there is anything I can 
do to assist, there is nothing further I wish to say about 
this Application. 

{President)-. Thank you. 

{Mr. Mercer): I appear on behalf of the Joint Com- 
mittee of the Travellers’ Association, and my submission 
will very much rely on the evidence which has been given 
■in support of the objection made by the Committee. 

This is an Application by London Transport, first of 
all to confirm the increases in fares which came into effect 
on the 16th January, and under that provision fares of 
6d. went up to 8d., lOd. to Is. Od. ; four-mile fares went 
up a penny ; five-mile fares went up by twopence, and 
six miles, or more, by threepence. 

Then the Queens Park to Watford Junction Line, the 
Harrow-on-the-Uill, Amersham, Watford, Chesham 
'branches have suffered increases for journeys between 4 
and 12 miles ; weekly season tickets were increased from 
4 to 51 miles; the monthly and quarterly rates were 
increased in respect of season tickets for all journeys over 
■four miles, and finally the London Coach services all 
distances, and certain specific charges were increased by 
3d. in each case. 

This is also an application to apply further increases 
■in respect of the Queens Park /Watford Junction, Harrow- 
on-the-Hill, Amersham and Watford and Chesham part 
■in respect of journeys of 11 miles or over, whereby the 
relevant fares will be increased to 3id. per mile as per 
the British Railways scale. 



Finally, there will be this very much contested proposal 
to withdraw the privileges in respect of certain tickets 
for young persons, whereby they at present pay two- 
thirds of the rate, and it will go up to the full rate, and 
in other cases where they are gainfully employed, pay 
half rate and whereby they will, under this proposal, have 
to pay the full rate. 

The Objection of the Association briefly is under four 
heads: First, the Committee feel that this scheme, as 
it is put forward, will, in the course of time, prevent 
the Board from carrying out their financial duties rather 
than assist them. Then secondly, the scheme will prevent 
their carrying out their duties so far as operations 
are concerned, as referred to under Section 7 of the 
Transport Act, 1962, which requires the Board, “ in the 
exercise of their powers, to provide or secure the provision 
of an adequate and properly co-ordinated system of 
passenger transport” for the London passengers, and to 
have due regard to efficient, economic and safety of 
operation of the services and facilities provided by them. 

Their third abjection is, either in part or in whole — 
at least in part— the scheme would be unnecessary in the 
event that the Board did give certain attention to matters 
which have been referred to in the evidence, whereby 
additional business, in the view of the Committee, could 
'be gained and additional revenue secured. 

■Finally the Committee object to the fare scales as such 
in so far as again there is a lack of flexibility and taking 
away half-mile charging instead of what ought to be done, 
in the view of the Committee, namely to introduce half- 
mile charging more than has been employed in the past 
in order to attract traffic. 



The Tribunal have had under consideration the duty 
laid upon them under the Act, whereby under Section 45, 
sub-section 4, in exercising their powers to make Orders, 
“ the Tribunal shall do nothing which will, in the opinion 
of the Tribunal, prevent the London Transport Board 
and the Railways Board from levying charges which ma'ke 
a proper contribution to the discharge of their financial 
duties, taking into account their present circumstances and 
future prospects, and any directions given to them by 
the Minister under this Act.” 

In those circumstances, “ financial duties ” means the 
duty imposed by sub-section 1 of Section 18, and then 
there is reference to the Railways Board which perhaps 
does not concern us in the application which is before 
the Tribunal at the present time. 

You Will notice that this duty is stated in negative 
terms ; that is, that the Tribunal “ shall do notbting which 
will, in their opinion, prevent the London Board from 
levying charges,” and so on, and it does not, of course, 
stop there, as one might be tempted to do, but it leaves 
the field open, in my submission, to enable the Tribunal 
to consider Other matters, including the duties which the 
'Board have under the Act, and it also enables the Tribunal 
to consider the various powers which the Board may 
exercise under the Act in order to carry out their duties 
and increase their revenue. 

In particular, there is a duty on the Board to carry 
out the system of transport as has been referred to under 
Section 7, to which I have already referred, and under 
Section 19, where there is a very comprehensive provision 
with regard to borrowing which may be undertaken by 
'the Board in respect of the various matters referred to. 
Those borrowings have already been referred to in 
evidence, and today, under subsection (2) of Section 19, 
which related to “ meeting any expenses properly charge- 
able to capital, being expenses incurred in connection 
with the provision or improvement of assets in connection 
with the business of the Board; for the provision of 
working capital ; for acquiring an undertaking, or part 
of an undertaking,” and then, under (g), “ to pay off any 
part of the commencing capital debt of the Board ” or- 
“ any money borrowed by the Board ” ; then (h) “ any 
purpose for which capital moneys are properly applicable 
(whether or not specified in the foregoing paragraphs).” 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



26 April, 8966] 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 



96 - 

[ Continued „ 



Then the section goes on, in subsection (3), to provide 
the aggregate amounts which can be dealt with under this 
section, and they are set out under subsection (3)(ii), in 
respect of the London Board, so that the aggregate amount 
outstanding in respect of the principle of any money 
borrowed by the Board taken together, shall not exceed, 
•for the London Board, £200m., or such greater sum not 
exceeding £270m., as the Minister may from time to time, 
by Order, specify. 

So that these are all relevant provisions for the Tribunal 
to consider when they have regard to their duties under 
section 45, and the negative provision, that they shall not 
prevent the London Board from levying charges or making 
a proper provision in the discharge of their financial duty 
— in other words, a proper contribution, having regard 
to the duties under the Act, including those which I 
referred to under Section 19. 



Various liabilities of the Board have been the subject 
of Ministerial direction, and the Board are under an 
obligation to repay loans over a period, amounting to 
some 20 years or more, and the Tribunal, in my sub- 
mission, have to consider to that extent die future as 
well as the present, and how far the Board are providing 
for the contingencies which, in my submission,, require 
that they shall follow out a policy which will attract 
business and enable them to meet their liabilities as they 
go on from year to year so it is not to be the narrow 
approach which appears to be made sometimes in these 
matters by London Transport. 

This leads, Sir, to the various aspects in relation to this 
Application which were dealt with on behalf of the 
Travellers’ Association yesterday. What was said in that 
regard was, first of all, that the present increases in fares 
tend to lead to further increases and will, in the view 
of the Committee, prevent the Board from carrying out 
their obligations under the Act, as I have referred to. 
1 did put to the London Transport witness an extract 
from their own Report, the 1964 Report, which is con- 
tained at page 29, in paragraph 134. This, I think, is 
the last paragraph of the Report proper before they deal 
with organisation, and then set out the Statement of 
Accounts. 

'In this paragraph the Board said: “Economies can 
be, and are being, made by measures such as the use of 
larger capacity or one-man-operated buses and by adopting 
automatic techniques on the Underground, but the scope 
is necessarily limited.” 

If we can take the position at the end of that first 
sentence, there ought not to be a limitation of scope, if 
these matters were made the prerogative of a special 
department, such as was proposed yesterday, but the 
Board go on to say: “The only other way in which 
substantial economies can be made is to reduce services. 
But as services are reduced the private car becomes even 
more attractive as an alternative, despite its inefficient 
use of road space and the congestion that it causes.” 

On this aspect of the matter, I did refer the witnesses 
to the figures which were submitted, and these figures 
show that in the AE Exhibits there were savings arising 
from mileage charges on AE 2 of £1 .5m. in line 5, but 
in the FJ1L Exhibits, in FJL'l, there was a reduction of 
the lower level of traffic receipts and trends of £'1.4m. 
Then if one takes the implication of these two figures, 
with something which again appears in the Report at 
page l'l — and this is still the 1964 Report, Sir — in para- 
graph 48, it says: “The diagram above shows that the 
drop in passenger miles on road and rail services has been 
greater than that in the car mileage actually run, even 
though the Board have been unable to operate the full 
scheduled mileage. Although the loss of passengers has 
made some reduction in services unavoidable, these cuts 
have been considerably smaller than would have been 
justified by the fall-off in traffic. London Transport takes 
no pleasure in reducing services, but it cannot afford to 
continue running buses which are nearly empty, par- 
ticularly in the evenings and at weekends, with no hope 
of filling: them.” 



Therefore it would seem what is really being s^i.^, i£ 
you read these paragraphs together and if we see the , 
exhibits, is that such savings as have been made are 
being dissipated because the service is being run at’ a. 
raje and under an establishment which is not justified, 
and what the Board have to do is to run the co-ordinated 
service required under Section 7, sdbseotion (1). They 
have not got to run some service which is not related 
to those requirements. 

When they talk about the use of road space and con- 
gestion, they fail to have regard, as was put yesterday 
in evidence, to the fact in many respects the Board are 
more fortunate than are many local authorities in so far 
as they have railway services which can deal with some 
of their peak problems, and of course the idea of road 
services was that the road service vehicles would compete 
with existing road service vehicles, and if congestion is 
created, that is a matter which has to be remedied, not 
only in respect of the removal of private vehicles, but 
also the public vehicles. If we are going to run vehicles 
on public roads, then presumably those vehicles must 
share the various vicissitudes arising therefrom. It is no 
use the Board “ linking ” the fact when looking at these 
problems. 

Finally, in paragraph 134, page 29, they come to the 
crux of the problem, which is before the Tribunal today, 
and they say this: “Fares increases also result in losses 
of traffic, and are approaching the point where they could 
become self-defeating. London Transport is therefore 
finding it increasingly difficult to meet both of the main 
duties imposed on it by Parliament — to provide an 
adequate service to the London public and to meet the 
cost of so doing out of revenues derived almost wholly 
from passenger fares.” That, then, is the position so far 
as fares increases are concerned, and that leads to the 
caution which was the first point of the evidence given 
yesterday on behalf of the Committee I represent. 

The second point made was that London Transport 
tended to be under-capital'ised, and notwithstanding the 
provisions to which I have just referred, there was a 
tendency to charge to revenue these sums which could, 
more properly, be regarded as the responsibility of 
not only this generation but the next, and to be the 
subject of borrowing. That of course would improve the 
figures immediately, and would relieve the passengers of 
some of the fares increases and, we would hope, promote 
more traffic and more income. 



The third point which was made was: There ought to 
be a proper sales drive to popularise cheap fares. If 
appears from the evidence given on behalf of London 
Transport, or what was elucidated from the witnesses 
under cross-examination, was that the cheap fares policy 
appears to have been restricted to the longer mileages. 
It has always been said, and accepted I think, not only in 
this matter but in Inquiries up and down the country, 
that the weight of traffic on public transport is in the 
lower mileages, and that part of the operations has to 
bear increases, if no other part, in order to secure revenue. 
That does not mean, of course, you do not impose 
increases throughout, but it does mean you would expect 
to get a larger return from the increases imposed in 
respect of the lower mileages. You cannot have that 
without its corollary, of course. If the business is in 
the lower mileages, the business is there, whether you 
are talking about cheap fares or dear fares. If you want 
to attract more income, you have to attract, presumably, 
traffic in these lower mileages, and that is really recognised 
by the Board itself in their tentative — I will not say “ half- 
hearted ” — 'but hesitant measure to carry on some of their 
activities under these cheap fares, to which publicity has 
not been given on this occasion . I refer to this service 
Victoria to Marble Arch, where you have the people 
going in the front door and paying as they go in, I think 
it is, a 6d. fare. This is a recognition surely of the fact 
that there is a market for the lower distances which can 
be attracted by a simple fare, and I think, in the course 
of the last Inquiry, my learned friend Mr. Fay was 
appreciative of the fact that the Board were complimented 
by me, on behalf of my clients at that time, for initiating 
this activity, and the Joint Committee would be very 
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.pleased to compliment the Board on more such activities 
■which would be directed to the area in which more 
'revenue could be claimed. This was, and is, the Com- 
mittee’s point so far as cheap fares are concerned. 

The fourth matter raised yesterday was the fact that 
London Transport have a duty to fulfil their statutory 
obligations, not only in central areas but in fringe areas, 
and that duty could often be better carried out by allowing 
some private operators to run remunerative services on the 
fringe areas where apparently London Transport cannot 
do it themselves. In other words, instead of two people 
carrying half the load and not getting anything out of it, 
at least one of them, perhaps operating over the area, as 
the case may be, could make a profitable return from a 
service which would assist the public and assist the 
revenues of London Transport. 

The fifth matter formulated yesterday, and to which I 
would refer again, and the fact insofar as it was put was 
there ought to be a department to deal with cheap fares, 
as a specific department of London Transport, and there 
ought to be a specific department of London Transport to 
deal with staff relationships. In the view of the Commit- 
tee, this is costing the undertaking many millions a year 
and that is a cost which has to be met by the travelling 
public. The failure to deal with this problem properly 
is costing the travelling public money. It means that 
London Transport are coming to this Tribunal to ask for 
increased fares When, amongst other matters, they can 
reduce their commitments by instituting a department such 
as this one which would deal with this very difficult 
problem. 

Finally, it was put that part of London Transport’s 
policy to increase their revenue was their failure to intro- 
duce these intermediate fares in respect of half-mile stages, 
and it was put by Mr. Buckham, in my submission, that 
a shopper will go to the High Street for 3d., whereas she 
will hesitate to pay 4d. or 8d. as the case may be. It is 
true that in some respects this matter has been carefully 
thought out by the Board, and I refer here to the “standee” 
'buses and the Victoria to Marble Arch front entrance 
buses. It is by things of this kind that the Board • will 
improve its financial position. 

The position, so far as this Committee is concerned now 
is that however well this matter is being thought about 
by the Board, there is still the same need to increase net 
revenue, but in their view, and in my submission, there is 
no need to deal with the situation in quite the way in which 
London Transport is doing it. In the view of the Com- 
mittee, before any such scheme as is put before the 
Tribunal is validated, there ought to be a consideration of 
these matters with respect to the charging of the inter- 
mediate fares — in other words, a reconsideration of the 
scale and reconsideration of the cheap fares’ possibility, 
so that we can evaluate just how far the increases to 
passengers can be reviewed. 



This then comes to the position that you are being asked 
to approve increases which were imposed on the 16th 
January, and you are also asked to agree further increases 
in respect of these two particular matters. In any event 
it would be the submission of the Committee there is no 
justification for these further increases. As was put to the 
witnesses for London Transport, it is not true to say that 
this line, namely the Queens Park, Watford, Amersham, 
and so on, has the characteristics of British Railways. If it 
had the characteristics of British Railways in any event 
it might be entitled to the cheaper fares’ policy, as well 
as the 3£d. per mile. It is not a thing in my submission, 
that can be said about all lines. The most that may be 
said is part of that line may have some characteristics of 
both lines, but certainly not all the line. 



So far as the second proposal is concerned, I put it to 
the London Transport witnesses, and I submit now, that 
this question of season tickets for young persons, this 
consideration of how far revenue can be increased by 
concession, is all part of a properly co-ordinated cheap 
fares policy. In my submission, the Tribunal have not 
heard anything so far which would justify agreeing to its 



withdrawal. They have heard a number of matters which 
would justify the Tribunal saying: “We want to hear 
something about a properly and carefully thought-out 
policy with regard to off-peak traffics and cheap fares, 
and if that can include provision for season tickets for 
young persons, all well and good,” but in my submission 
the Tribunal should not pursue this “ bitty ” policy which 
London Transport appears to have in these matters, asking 
■for these “'bits and pieces” of fare charging to be 
incorporated in the scales. 

When we come back to the Application, we are saying 
that the Application to confirm the 16th January increases 
ought to have consideration of the matters to which I 
have drawn attention, but in any event, if the Tribunal 
do decide to grant the Appplication in that respect, it 
ought not in any event to grant the further increases 
applied for, for the reasons I have given. 

( President ): Thank you. Is there anybody here repre- 
senting the Rickmansworth Urban District Council today ? 

(Mr. Holly ) : Yes, Sir, and I would like to make a short 
address. 

(Mr. MacLaren ): I do not know whether you would 
wish to hear the Greater London Council upon the 
construction of the Act, and the question which you 
put right at the beginning of the proceedings. Sir ? 

(President): If there is something to add on that, then 
we will hear you, Mr. MacLaren, but at the moment we 
will hear Mr. Holly. 

(Mr. Holly): I appear on behalf of the Rickmansworth 
Urban District Council which represents residents using 
Rickmansworth, Moor Park, Croxley and North wood 
Stations on the Metropolitan Line. Although Northwood 
Station is not within the Urban District boundary, it is 
used by a large number of residents in the Eastlbury area 
of the Urban District. 

The Council objects to that part of the proposal now 
before the Tribunal by which the Board ask permission 
to charge 3Jd. per mile on the Harrow-on-the-Hill to 
Amersham section of the Metropolitan Line, and the 
Watford and Chesham branches. The Council submits 
that it is wrong in principle to surcharge this section of 
the line, and I would contend that all fares on London 
Transport lines in the London Passenger Transport Area 
should be on the same basis, that is, on the basis of 
Schedule 1 to the 1966 Draft Order. 

The Tribunal has heard that the effect of the scale 
proposed under Schedule 2 Will be that any journey from 
any Station west of Harrow-on-the-Hill to London and 
beyond, and vice versa, will be charged for the whole of 
the mileage covered at 3id. per mile. 

No surcharge is sought by the Board for the Uxbridge 
section of the Metropolitan Line, although this has the 
benefit of fast trains and a connection with British Rail- 
ways trains at Harrow-on-the-Hill. By saying thdt the 
fares on the Uxbridge Line are kept down by the 
existence of the parallel Piccadilly Line at this point, Mr. 
Lloyd is underlining the anomaly which exists by having 
these two scales. ‘What possible justification can there be 
for charging residents in south west Herts, higher fares 
that those charged to residents in west Middlesex when 
both have the same services ? 



The board tries to justify the additional increases on 
the Amersham Line by saying that there is common 
operation with British Railways and the traffic charac- 
teristics are similar to those of British Railways’ services. 
Of the four stations with which Rickmansworth Urban 
District Council are concerned, no British Railways trains 
stop at Croxley and Northwood, there is only a limited 
off-peak service provided by British Railways at Rickmans- 
worth and Moor Park — and this mainly at thd request of 
London Transport because the board cannot provide the 
staff for an adequate off-peak London Transport service 
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I submit that it is a misconception to descrciibe this as 
common operation with British Railways. As to traffic 
characteristics, the only tangible evidence offered by the 
board is the provision of fast trains — and, as just men- 
tioned, we have these on the Uxbridge Line. 

We have also heard mention made on behalf of the 
board of the historical alignment of the services of London 
Transport and British Railways on this route. The Board 
has completely ignored the fact that circumstances have 
changed so much on this line that now any notion of 
alignment or common operation is merely a historical fact, 
not a reality ; and we have all this argument by the board 
and all this complicated extra fare structure for a net 
return, on the admission of the board, of a paltry £7,000. 

There are many more points to make in support of the 
council’s objections, notably the fact that the Amersham 
Line is owned and operated by London Transport, but the 
tribunal has already had the benefit of the more eloquent 
and learned observation of Mr. Molony, with which I 
associate myself entirely, and therefore X feel it is unneces- 
sary to address you further on this point. 

1 am asking on behalf of the council for the fare 
structure on the Amersham Line to be on the basis of 
schedule 1 to the draft order and for schedule 2 to be 
rejected. The present basis, brought into force by the 
January notice, is 3d. per mile as shown in column 3 of 
exhibit FJL 3. Placing these fares on the Amersham Line 
on the basis of schedule 1 would in some instances result 
in a decrease on the fare now being charged. 

■In view of the hesitation which has been suggested on the 
part of the tribunal in interferring with increases which 
have already been brought into force I would respectfully 
suggest that, if the tribunal feels unable to accede to the 
request that schedule 1 should apply, it should whole- 
heartedly reject the increase proposed in column 5 of FJL 3 
so that the present fare level shall continue. Even this 
would afford substantial relief to those passengers upon 
whom these increases are unjustly and unfairly sought to 
be imposed. 

Lastly, the point has been raised that the increases under 
schedule 2 may be legally invalid on the grounds that the 
scale is open to many interpretations and thus void for 
uncertainty. I do not wish to press this point as the 
Rickmansworth Urban District Council wishes this pro- 
posal to be rejected on its merits and not defeated on a 
technicality on this occasion. 

I ask that this totally misconceived proposal be rejected 
finally and completely when the Tribunal considers its 
decision. 

(Mr. Hawkings ): Sir, I represent the Harrow Public 
Transport Users’ Association, the Pinner Association and 
the Association of Public Transport Users, and on their 
behalf I ask the Tribunal to reject the application in its 
entirety on the following grounds. 

'Firstly, it is set out in the Government White Paper 
on Prices and Incomes Policy (Command No. 2639) that 
it is national policy to keep prices stable, and this applies 
to enterprises both private and public. Paragraph 9 of 
that document says that it is vital that price increases 
should be avoided where possible and that enterprises 
will not be expected to raise their prices save in excep- 
tional circumstances. I submit that the applicant has not 
proved circumstances justifying exception to that para- 
graph. 

'It is further set out in the Government White Paper 
on Prices and Incomes Policy, regarding an early warning 
system (Command No. 2808, paragraph 7), that certain 
charges, including passenger fares in London, are subject 
to regulation by independent statutory authorities and for 
this reason need not be covered by a non-statutory early 
warning system. In exhibit GMH 4 the letter from the 
Department of Economic Fares (commencing in line 13) 
says that the statutory arrangements already existing for 
the regulation of the charges in question provide a 
sufficient safeguard of the public interest to make formal 
advance notification to them of proposals unnecessary. 

In the next paragraph of the same letter we see that 
the Tribunal’s obligation under section 45 (4) of the 



Act does not necessarily preclude regard to factors such 
as the need as far as possible to absorb increases in costs 
through increases in efficiency and productivity. In the 
view of the associations I represent, the board has not 
satisfied them that the increased costs could not have 
been covered in a future year by increased efficiency 
and productivity, e.g., in the field of fare collection and 
the closing of booking offices. There is the possibility 
of an extra film. 

Let us take the case of fare collection on the Board's 
railways as an example. According to the Board’s annual 
report of 1965, there were then some experiments with 
automatic entrance and exit barriers, and it is common 
knowledge that these experiments are continuing. Under 
cross-examination, Mr. Lloyd did not seem to know the 
amount of additional revenue per day at the stations 
where these experiments were taking place. 

fif the president thinks it would assist the court, I would 
be glad to have an opportunity of further cross- 
examining Mr. Lloyd on this point in the hope that 
he has now been able to find out more about these 
experiments. I have been told that the increased revenue 
is as much as £20 a day at some stations, but I would 
rather hear from Mr. Lloyd again than call witnesses 
of less standing. 

I doubt whether automatic barriers attract more pas- 
sengers, so presumably the additional revenue came from 
passengers who might not have had the will or the oppor- 
tunity of paying their proper fares. 

ilf at this stage we assume an additional £20 a day 
revenue at each station, a simple calculation of this amount 
multiplied by the number of Board’s stations (say 228) 
times the number of days in the year gives us the astound- 
ing figure of £1,664,400. Now I am sure this figure will 
need some adjustment, but even if we halve it, one hun- 
dredth part erf it is greater than the amount the board 
expect to receive by increasing the fares still further on 
the Metropolitan line between Harrow and Amersham, 
namely £7,000, as indicated in item 8 on Exhibit FJL 5. 
Whatever the figure is, it is clear that there is a substantial 
potential increase in revenue to be achieved from auto- 
matic fare collection which ought to be brought into the 
figures in Exhibit AE2. 

The statement made by the Minister in the House on 
9th December, 1965 (Hansard page 689), that the board 
expects to require some financial assistance in 1966 and 
that the government will present proposals to the House 
for providing it, is an important one. Exactly what it 
means is not clear, but a nod is as good as a wink. I't 
•is clear that the government intends to provide some more 
money on revenue account this year for the board, if 
required. I suggest that this statement enables the tribunal, 
should they so desire, to reject the application notwith- 
standing the limitation on their power to make orders 
as defined in section 45 (4) of the 1962 Act. 

I turn now to the draft order. 

Schedule I relates to the maximum fares that can be 
charged by the board for railway journeys otherwise than 
between Queen’s Park Station and Watford Junction Sta- 
tion or between Harrow-on-the-Hill Station and Amersham 
Station, etc. 

Schedule 2 relates to the maximum fares that can be 
charged by the board for railway journeys between Queen’s 
Parfc Station and Watford Junction Station or between 
Harrow-on-the-Hill Station arid Amersham Station, etc. 

But what about a journey from Baker Street to Pinner 
Baker Street is a London Transport station and one cannot 
get a British Railways train there. The maximum fare 
cannot be fixed under schedule 1 because part of the 
journey is between Harrow on the Hilll and Pinner, outside 
the area covered by the schedule. Nor can the fare be 
fixed by reference to schedule 2 because the part of the 
journey from Baker Street to Harrow-on-the-Hill is outside 
the area covered by the schedule. 
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Mi - . Lloyd told us, under cross-examination, that for 
such a journey the board would charge as if there were 
two separate journeys under each schedule, subject to an 
overriding maximum as if the journey was wholly within 
schedule 2. When I asked him where in the draft order 
was the authority for this method of charging, he could 
not say. The reason he could not say, of course, is that 
there is no authority in the draft order for such method of 
charging. The practice has undoubtedly remained from 
the days when the line was operated by separate under- 
takings: the Metropolitan Railway Co. (and their succes- 
sors) between Baker Street and Harrow, and the Gt. 
Central and Metropolitan Joint Committee between 
Harrow and Amersham. But there is no lawful justifica- 
tion for the practice now to cover one journey on one 
train on one undertaking. When I looked at exhibit FJL 9 
and say the distance from Harrow to Pinner was 2.16 
miles, I thought an increase from 3d. a mile to 3£d. a mile 
would lead to an increase of Jd. on, say. Id. at the most ; 
hut Mr. Lloyd’s calculation makes it an increase of 2d. 
I cannot accept his method of calculation. 

I submit that the draft does not provide for any 
maximum fare between a station covered by schedule 1 
and a station covered by schedule 2. What the effect of 
this is I am not quite sure ; either there is no maximum to 
the fare that can be charged or there may well be no 
authority for the board to charge for a ticket covering 
such a journey. 

1 will not press the position as it exists today lest we 
suddenly find through bookings between Baker Street and 
Pinner withdrawn! 



to 8d. and the lOd. fare to Is. On the increase of the 4d. 
to 6d., the board in exhibit FJL 6 assumes a loss of 
passengers of 1\ per cent and a drop back of 10 per cent. 
I suggest the loss and drop back are substantially higher 
on this particular increase, particularly in the case of bus 
journeys where it is now possible to save 4d. by walking 
just a few hundred yards, which before 16th January saved 
only 2d. That the actual receipts since that date have not 
come up to the board’s expectations is clear from Exhibit 
FJiL 7, with the figures brought up to 17fh April. 

Mr. Lloyd claimed that bad weather and the withdrawal 
of buses due to the overtime ban accounted for the fall 
in receipts ; but since all the bus services, except one, 
were restored on 20th March, there has been a short fall 
in actual receipts against anticipated or budget receipts 
each week. It will also be observed from FJL 7 that the 
actual receipts for several weeks after the increase in fares 
were less than the receipts for the first week this year, 
which is of course before fares were increased. 

'Now may I refer to Exhibit OM'H 5. 

Since this application was made, Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment has announced the decision to go over to the decimal 
currency system with the pound as the basic unit and coins 
based on a hundredth of a pound which for convenience 
I shall refer to as cents. 



( President ): Is this likely to assist us in making a 
decision on this application? 



I now come to the question of the reasons for the justi- 
fication for higher fares on the Metropolitan Line north 
Of Harrow (that is the Amersham Line and the Watford 
and Chesham branches). Although I think enough has 
already been said to refute any justification for the further 
increases now sought, I would like to make three points. 

Firstly, in their written case accompanying the appli- 
cation, the board claim increased fares because of common 
operation and traffic characteristics. I submit that it is 
quite clear from the evidence that common operation 
with another undertaking no longer exists and the lines 
are now solely the responsibility of the London Transport 
Board. 

As far as traffic characteristics are concerned, it is clear 
from the board’s published timetables that there is a better 
service of trains from Rayners Lane Station (on the 
Uxbridge branch, for which higher fares are not sought) 
than from comparable stations such as North Harrow and 
Pinner. For instance, the published timetable shows 
between 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 a.m. a total of 21 trains from 
Rayners Lane to Baker Street and a total of 17 trains from 
North Harrow and Pinner to Baker Street ; of these trains, 
six from Rayners Lane are fast trains and five from North 
Harrow and Pinner are fast trains. 

On Friday, 22nd April Mr. Lloyd under cross-examina- 
tion, I think, referred to the line as having main line 
characteristics, although I do not have the transcript with 
his exact words in front of me. On the same day, how- 
ever, the Minister of Transport announced her consent 
to the closing of the line beyond Aylesbury, thereby bring- 
ing any remaining claim to main fine status to an end. 

I lodge herewith as Exhibit OM'H 6 the copy of the 
Minister’s consent which was served on me, as repre- 
senting an objecting party, to the closure, f am sorry I 
have no additional copies, but I imagine that the London 
Transport Board Will be aware of the position. 

I therefore submit that these lines have traffic charac- 
teristics Which are similar to those of the Uxbridge branch 
of the Metropolitan Line and other London Transport 
Lines and the higher fares are not justified. 

I come now to the proposal to eliminate the 1£ and 
2^-mile fare stages. This in effect increases the 6d. fare 



(Mr. Hawkings): I was going to use it in reference to 
the desirability of retaining the H and 21 mile stages. It 
has a direct reference, I think, to the aspect. 

( President ): We are not likely to have decimal coins 
for another five years, by which time there may be all 
sorts of changes in the position of London Transport. 
Will this help us in 1966 to decide what we are going 
to do ? 



(Mr. Hawkings ): I was going to say this: I trust you 
will not regard my reference to this matter as premature ; 
it is, I think, relevant to this application for four reasons : 
firstly, in their 1963 annual report (page 20) the board 
refer to this matter, and it is clear that the board will not 
want to become involved with fractions of cents. 

( President ) : We do not know whether there will be cents 
or how the decimal currency will work ; we have not been 
told that yet. 

(Mr. Hawkings) : I 'thought the government had 
announced that they had decided to adopt the £1 decimal 
system in preference to the 10s. which the board had rather 
hoped for. 

Secondly, for reasons I shall come to, it will be 
important to have half -mile stages in use before the change- 
over takes place. 

Thirdly, the associations I represent feel a matter of 
this importance should be considered by the tribunal before 
the change takes place and not be dealt with under the 
special procedure of section 48 of the Act which has 
enabled the last three increases of fares to be imposed and 
then considered afterwards. 

Fourthly, the government has made their decision known 
well in advance of what we may call D-Day so that all 
concerned may make good use of die time to ensure that 
the change-over goes smoothly. 

I did have observations to make on GMH 5, but in view 
of what you have said I would prefer, to await your decision 
as to whether or not you think this is relevant and would 
assist the tribunal. 



( The Tribunal conferred) 
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( President ): We do not think at this stage we should be 
assisted by considering the matter set out in OMH5. 

(Mr. Hawkings ) : Thank you. I conclude, then, by saying 
that on behal'f of the associations I represent for the reasons 
I have given I ask you, sir, to reject this application in its 
entirety, alternatively to reject the application in respect of 
'Harrow — Amersham. If, however, you consider that the 
6d. and lOd. fares for 1± and 2\ miles must be increased, 
then I ask that they be increased to 7d. and lid. respectively 
in accordance with our written objection, and not to 8d. 
and Is. as proposed. 

Thank you, sir. 

(Mr. Sturch) : Sir, I represent the Joint Transport Com- 
mittee of ten residents’ associations between Kenton and 
Chesham and object to the London Fares (London Trans- 
port) Order 1966 in so far as it concerns the proposed fare 
scales set out in schedule 2 of the draft order now before 
the court and request that instead fare scales set out in 
schedule 1 should apply for station between Harrow-on- 
the-Hill and Rickmansworth inclusive, and the Watford 
branch. 

London Transport diaim that fares at British Railways 
rates have been charged because of common operation 
•with British Railways and similar traffic characteristics. I 
submit that in June, 1962 a change took place and the 
British Rail service was withdrawn between North Harrow 
and Rickmansworth inclusive, and none has ever existed at 
Croxley and Watford. The board may argue that there is 
today a limited British Railways service at Moor Park and 
Rickmansworth, bult this was introduced outside the peak 
peak period in October, 1964 to make better use of one 
British Rail and one London Transport train each hour 
that remained after one London Transport train serving 
these stations was withdrawn in February of that year 
because of stalf shortages. The board’s Press release No. 
222 dated 27 January, 1964 described the withdrawal as 
temporary ; it would be ironic if this reduced service was 
used as an excuse to levy higher fares at these stations. 
Furthermore, during the part of the day that these trains 
operate, cheap off-peak fares are in force so that the maxi- 
mum fares applied for would not affect the passengers 
using these trains. 

The content made by London Transport that a British 
Rail service is available by interchange at Harrow-on-the- 
Hill is not valid ; such interchanges are possible at many 
places throughout London, for example Upminster, Bark- 
ing and Strafford, where far more extensive British Rail 
services operate into London than those from Harrow. 
Furthermore, the service from Uxbridge, which joins the 
Watford and Amersham Lines at Harrow, has exactly the 
same interchange facilities there, and passengers do use it. 
Yet on all these other lines only the lower scales are 
applied for. 

London Transport also argue that passengers from these 
stations can travel onwards by British Rail at appropriate 
interchange stations But you heard Mr. Lloyd say that 
such traffic is very small compared with that in the reverse 
direction, and this argument should not be considered as 
a reason for charging higher fares into London. 

On the section of line between Chorley Wood and 
Amersham, British Rail trains are an important part of the 
service, but these four trains in the peak hour form only 
a small part of the whole line aiid should not be allowed 
to condition the fare structure throughout the line. 



London Transport aruge too that fast trains run in the 
peak hour on the Watford and Amersham Lines, but a 
similar service also operates on the Uxbridge branch. 

The draft order before the courts seeks only to apply 
higher rates on single fares ; no differential rates for season 
tickets are applied for. So Chat the net annual revenue 
expected from this part of the application is only £7,000, 
or in other words one eight-hundredth of the estimated 
of the whole application. 
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In the London area, particularly north of the Thames, 
not only do London Transport and British Railways have 
common operation, but each has its own lines operating in 
close proximity to each other. Therefore to avoid 
anomalies such as we heard of between the Uxbridge and 
Watford branches of the Metropolitan Line, I submit that 
•fares for the whole of the London area should be on a 
common basis irrespective of the operator, and I ask that 
the tribunal reject the whole application contained in 
schedule 2 and that schedule 1 should operate instead. I 
further submit that in any event there is no justification 
for applying schedule 2 rates for the stations between 
Harrow-on-the-Hill and Rickmansworth inclusive, and the 
Watford branch. 

(Mr. Egelnick ): Mr. President and members of the 
tribunal, I would like to commence by saying that in order 
to save the time of the tribunal I hope the tribunal will 
agree to my incorporating into one statement my personal 
views as an objector and those of the London District 
Committee of the Communist Party. 

( President ) : That iwould be convenient, yes. 

(Mr. Egelnick ): We now are considering the 21st fare 
increase since 1948 — one might almost say the coming of 
age of a very unsatisfactory and unhealthy child. In fact 
from what one has heard in the last week it seems possible 
that before long we shall be facing our 22nd fare increase. 

In this tribunal, reference has been made to the last 
tribunal. I would also like to refer back to it. On that 
occasion I said there was a danger of the tribunal’s sitting 
in permanent session because of the repeated new demands 
for fare increases, and at that time you asked if I was 
trying to make your flesh creep. I must say that whatever 
the prospects were then, there is one thing which is certain, 
which is that the picture which the board’s representatives 
have given us of the board’s affairs, financial and other- 
wise, on this occasion is enough to make our flesh creep 
today. 

If you care to examine my evidence at the last tribunal, 
I am sure you will find that much of what we had to 
say on that occasion has been proved to be correct. Know- 
ing the complicated financial problems facing the board, 
I appreciate the difficulties facing the members of the 
tribunal ; to say that increases in fares which have been 
in operation since January should not have been made and 
should be withdrawn cannot be easy. But nevertheless I 
believe this should be done, for fare increases are not 
salving the board’s financial problems, and are in the long 
run putting the board in a worse position because of the 
loss of passengers and the added congestion which has 
been created on the roads through passengers’ turning to 
private transport, thus making public transport less efficient, 
and it cannot be right that more fare increases should be 
allowed in those circumstances. 

A new situation has arisen, it is dear. The board has 
stated that the increases under discussion will not solve 
their financial problem ; it would like to bring in fare 
•increases to cover the whole of the amount of the deficit, 
but such increases would be intolerable to the public. Such 
an admission means in fact that fare increases are no 
solution to the problem, as I see it. 



I agree with what Mr. Parker said earlier today: there 
are other solutions which need to be found, and I would 
•like to elaborate briefly on the four reasons that we submit 
in our written material as to why we consider the board’s 
application should be rejected. 

The first of our reasons was that fare increases, and the 
proposal to end reduced fares for young people added 
considerable hardship to many important sections of the 
London population who have to travel by public transport. 
The board’s representatives have stated that young people’s 
earnings are such that they need no subsidy — a group of 
youngsters between 11,000 and 12,000 in number, aged 
between IS and 17, all learning a trade ; and this is given 
as’ a 'reason 1 
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it is a small sum that the board is aiming to save : a few 
thousand pounds in comparison with the total finances of 
the board and the problems they face financially. I am 
certain that without great difficulty the board could find 
ways of saving that amount. I am aware that this question 
is being linked with the claim of British Railways, but it is 
a separate claim. I am not appearing on the other applica- 
tion, and therefore I treat it separately. In any case I 
believe my arguments against the board’s proposal would 
apply equally to both. 

Britain needs more skilled labour — more young people 
to spend a longer time training — and these proposals will 
not encourage them to do this but to go into dead-end 
jobs. In any event there are the 100 or so between 16 and 
'17 earning under 25s. a week; any extra fares will add 
considerably to their problems. 



The earning rule of 25s. has, I believe, been the earning 
rule since 1947. What the board should be saying really is 
that the earning rule is not realistic and that the value of 
the pound over the last 19 years has deteriorated and that 
the earning rule figure should be raised. After all, an 
engineering apprentice at 16, earning approximately £4 15s. 
a week, and a building apprentice earning £3 l'ls. 5d. at 15 
are not really getting luxurious wages, are they ? 

Reference was made on Friday by the representatives of 
the Ealing and other Trades Councils to the hardships these 
fare increases will place on many other sections, particularly 
the old age pensioners, and I fully agree with his remarks. 
I recently had an example my way, in the course of my 
work: 



Mrs. J. recently had a husband in hospital. They had 
not been separated since the end of the first world war. 
She visited him every day. She walked part of the way, 
but it still cost her 8d. each way— in otherwords Is. 4d. a 
day— and for a 7-day week that worked out at 9s. 4d. Her 
husband’s pension was cut because he was in hospital, and 
this sum of 9s. 4d. represented one eleventh — 9 per cent — 
of her total income including national assistance. 



There are many examples one can give of where old 
age pensioners cannot use public transport to visit relatives 
and others because of the considerable amount the fares 
would mean in relation to their total income. 

The second reason we gave was that as the fares increase, 
the increases will in no way alleviate the crisis facing 
(London Transport but will only add to the vicious circle of 
fares increases leading to loss of passengers and cuts in 
services and consequential demand for further increases. 
This is not denied by the board. It has been pointed out 
that they never budget for the full amount, only for some- 
thing like 50 per cent. 



The travelling public are refusing in greater numbers to 
wait for ages in bus queues or at stations at all hours of 
the day and night for public transport at an ever-increasing 
cost. Who can blame them ? Take my own example: my 
wife, my daughter and I in a five-day week spend nearly £4 
to get to our places of employment, which is typical — in 
fact in many other cases it is much more. With a more 
attractive service, the passenger would remain, and the 
loss would come back. Indeed, I suggest if higher fares 
mean loss of passengers, in our opinion a general decrease 
In fares would lead to increase in the number of passengers. 



for it, and surely the job of the Board is to stop the drift, 
attract them back by cheaper fares and more comfortable 
fra veil. 

I recently had the opportunity of examining a survey 
prepared by Miss Penelope Williams, Master of Science 
(Engineering). It was part of a thesis that had been done 
at Imperial College, London’s Management Studies Section 
in 1965. This service was of a cross-section of 400 private 
car owners, taken in London during peak hours. This is 
what it showed: 47 per cent would use public transport 
if there was a 6d. fare for any distance ; 38 per cent if it 
was quicker than now ; 35 per cent if it was more frequent, 
and 42 per cent if it was more comfortable. If we bear in 
mind that in the ten years 1954 to 1964 the number of cars 
entering London between 7 a.m. and 10 a.m. nearly doubled 
from, in round figures, 37,000 to 68,000, a return of even 25 
per cent of the car drivers to public transport would 
improve matters in every direction. 

1 come now to my third point, that London Transport 
Board by continually raising fares but allowing services to 
deteriorate are failing to carry out their responsibilities 
under the 1962 Transport Act. Here again this is admitted 
by the Board’s representatives and it has come out quite 
clearly in evidence, perhaps for the first time in a Tribunal, 
that in both major responsibilities they are failing in their 
duty. I will not take up the time of the Tribunal by 
quoting chapter and verse on this from the Annual Report 
of the London Transport Board, 1964, because it has 
already been done, but that is on page 29. 

One of the major reasons given by the Board for the 
deterioration in services and consequently in the Board’s 
finances is the workers in the industry : “ They won’t come 
and work for us ; they ask for more pay ; they want to 
work a normal week, to get some leisure with their family 
so occasionally they ban overtime." The Board say they 
cannot get enough houses for them. 



luwuHiuuij, un mis point great piay Has been made of 
the Western Division being the greatest loss. While that is 
true, I think we should bear in mind that the shortage of 
staff does apply very much to every section of the service 
in every part of Greater London. Nevertheless, I believe 
that all this is an evasion of the truth. Plenty of industries 
on shift work and otherwise get sufficient labour. Plenty 
of workers travel from one end of London to the other. 
Therefore, the question is: What is the main reason for 
the staff shortage in London Transport ? I would submit 
that it is because over the years they have refused to pay 
wages and conditions that will attract the staff. The Phelps 
Brown Committee, looking into the conditions of pay and 
conditions of employment of London Transport’s drivers 
and conductors, was very clear on this at pages 31 and 32, 
just to quote one thing only: “But in the past over the 
years these attractions have been increasingly overtaken 
by other employers leaving busmen relatively worse off. 
In our view the net balance of these monetary advantages 
less favourable to the busmen than it used to be.” 
We think that some incentive needs to be provided through 



lo go back, Mr. President, even Scotland Yard recog- 
nises the need for higher wages than the Board are paying. 
The basic wage of a bus driver is £14 3s. 6d. I have here 
an advertisement for traffic wardens which states that 
there is pay up to £16 a week rising to £18 10s. Od. 

(Mr. Fay) : Is that basic ? 



While I am in favour of cheap off-peak periods I think 
it is wrong to base the argument on the present offer of 
cheap fares and say they are not working and this proves 
that passengers will not return whatever cheap fares there 
might be. Who can one expect to travel off-peak ? Mainly 
the housewife during the day, and she is being encouraged 
to go out to employment and work for the purpose of 
increasing production. In the evenings who are expected 
to travel at the cheap fares as well ? If we decide to buy 
a car because it is cheaper to go to work, can we expect 
a person to change over to public transport in the evening? 
In my opinion Mr. Molony was right when he said that 
peopde are driven to private transport, they develop a habit 



(Mr. Egelnick): That is basic. I have the advert here 
from the Evening Standard " if you wish to examine it; 
it is tor the 1st August, which was just after the last wage 
increase of the busmen. 



witn an due respect to traffic wardens, I think you will 
agree that the task of a bus driver in London is much 
more difficult and, therefore, to attract them they ought to 
ere< l^ u ^ er ^ ay : '^* ie ® oar£ l estimates for a deficit of 
£10.1m. this year. Since they are not prepared to bring 
forward methods of solving this in full, one might as well 
add the cost of granting the staff the wages and conditions 
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they are asking for, thereby improving the services and, in 
the long run, assisting to improve the traffic receipts. The 
Government will have to do something about the deficit 
whether it is £10ilm. or more. 

This brings me to the last point off our submissions, that 
alternative solutions to that of increasing fares are avail- 
able. I believe the alternatives before us have come out 
clearly : either the endorsing off this fare increase plus some 
new increases very shortly above the maximum which the 
Board informed the Select Committee was the maximum it 
felt could be asked without fare increases becoming self- 
defeating (i.e. a 6d. minimum), or some form of financial 
help from the Government. We believe that public pas- 
senger transport should ‘be treated as a social service, 
putting social needs before cost, in the same way that so 
many other things are considered as a social service. We 
have stated many times our view on how the problems 
facing London’s public transport could be resolved and 
what is needed to treat it as a social service. 

On the financial side we say the following: London 
Transport should be relieved Of capital charges, interest 
obligations, profitability requirements incurred or imposed 
in the past, and of fuel tax. The cost of major extensions 
would be met by loans from the Government at not more 
that 2 per cent interest. The gap between the costs Of 
running the services and the income from revenue would 
be met from public funds. We believe that the quickest 
method Of Government help would be a subsidy similar 
to that given last June. 

'Here I would like to refer to two facts which are 
worrying me. As I have not had the opportunity of asking 
questions I can only, rightly or wrongly, draw the follow- 
ing conclusions : In appendix 5 of the Report of the Select 
Committee there is stated the following, right at the very 
end: “The Board will keep the Minister of Transport 
informed as to the financial position and will continue to 
consult him on the means whereby the present difficulties 
may be overcome.” Now Mr. Evershed, in his answer to 
a question by Mr. Molony about whether he was aware of 
the form of financial aid the Government had in mind for 
1966, said he did not know, and one assumes he did not 
ask. I refer to the Minutes of last Tuesday’s procedings, 
question 124. This is Mr. Molony dealing with the Minister 
on 9th December: “Well, he said on the 9t’h December 
that the Transport Board expects to require some measures 
6f financial assistance in 1966 ; is that right ? (A) Yes. 
Question 125: Is that a measure off financial assistance 
you want to make up the deficit on revenue account which 
you expect ? (A) I do not know. The measure of financial 
assistance . Which he had in mind when he spoke these 
words is probably as you suggest, the deficit on revenue 
account in 1966 ; but no indication is given as to how that 
is to be met, in particular no indication is given that that 
is likely to be met in the same way as what would have 
been the corresponding deficit was met in 1965.” Then 
further on at the end, question 128, he says: “I do not 
know how this assistance, financial or otherwise, is going 
to be given.” Then again question 131 the question is 
asked “ What was the main suggestion ” and he said “ The 
main suggestion. I suppose ” — he did not know, but he 
supposed. 

1 would have thought, Mr. President, bearing in mind 
the state of the Board’s finances and the undertaking given 
to the Select Committee, and bearing in mlirtd what Mr. 
Evershed has said that the present financial situation is 
unsatisfactory and the future is obscure, this kind of 
question about what form of help the Government would 
be giving would have been asked of the Government. 
Here was a golden opportunity to get some very concrete 
proposals of help. It is even possible St would not have 
been necessary to have this Tribunal today. One certainly 
does not get the impression of the Board pressing or 
demanding financial help in order that they can meet their 
twin responsibilities under the 1962 Act. I cannot help 
wondering, as I did at the time of the December 1964 
Tribunal, whether the Board really wants a subsidy or 
direct grant. Certainly from their evidence to the Select 
Committee one does not get the impression that they do. 

• I would like just to quote from volume 1, page 142, 
sections 563 and 564: “The Board described several other 



forms of financial support which could be found in foreign 
cities. In Partis, for example, if the undertaking is prevented 
by the State from raising fares to the level needed to 
meet increased costs, it is reimbursed to the extent of the 
lost revenue ” — that is what ought to happen here. “ The 
Board thought this practice undesirable. It opened up die 
temptation to propose increases in fares that would be 
refused simply in order to secure an extra grant. It would 
tend to undermine efficiency, and might also lead to inter- 
ference in management” — that is what they are really 
getting at “ as, said a Board witness, it had done in Paris.” 

Then further on: “This method of relief is not far 
removed from the open-ended subsidy, under which any 
operating deficit is met from public funds . . . The 
Board’s witnesses were strongly opposed to this method of 
aid.” I would say that in my opinion this 'is an open 
invitation to the Minister to withdraw the help that was 
given at that time. 

There is to my mind a most important question that 
needs to be asked : What (is to be the purpose of the 
subsidy ? Is it to maintain the present financial structure ? 
After ail, the Government, it is true, gave £3. 8m. with 
one hand last June, but they took it back with the other 
in the form of £6.5m. plus the fuel tax ; and we would 
submit — and I think the Board would be right in raising 
this point themselves — this is really only playing with the 
financial problem, not solving it. My organisation con- 
siders that the purpose off the subsidy must be to provide 
an adequate service. 

I must say I was very shocked at Mr. Evershed’s reply 
last Tuesday when he was asked about an adequate service 
and when he said he did not know what it was. This is 
at page 10 of last Tuesday’s proceedings, Question 108, 
where in answer to a question about the obligation he 
said : “ I do not think I can accept that. Nobody has yet 
been able to define what is an adequate service. I would 
agree that we are not providing as good a service as we 
would wish.” I can only mean that the Board has not 
attempted to define what it should be. How can the Board 
plan, financially or otherwise, correctly without some idea 
of their objective ; without beling clear how they should 
interpret their terms of reference ? I say it is not a question 
of the kind of service the Board wishes to give, the question 
is the kind of service that the Government has instructed 
to them to give Sn the 1962 Transport Act. It seems strange 
to me that after nearly 20 years of running London’s 
transport system the Board’s leading officers have not 
worked this out yet. If they cannot do it, perhaps they 
ought to ask the passengers. It rather strengthens our view 
that the Greater London Council, the elected represen- 
tatives of the people of London, should have some say 
in the management and control of their public transport 
system. 



So I come to my final point. Our three immediate 
proposals are as follows : That the Board’s application for 
fare increases should be rejected, that fares and services 
should be restored to the level existing in June, 1965 ; 
that a Government subsidy should be given to enable 
London Transport to pay wages and give conditions 
sufficient to build up the staff it requires, and interest 
charges and the payment of fuel tax should be suspended. 

Finally, Mr. President, in your evidence to the Select 
Committee you said that you have a duty to safeguard 
the interest of all parties, to hold the balance between 
them. I believe that when you come to consider the 
proposals before us today you will agree that It will be 
doing no service to London Transport to endorse these 
fare increases, it will only perpetuate a method which over 
the years is not solving the problem and is not in line 
with the terms of reference laid down in the 1962 Act. 
You will not be doling a service to the passengers by 
opening the floodgates to new fare increases, and certainly 
you wiH not be helping the young people by endorsing 
the Board’s proposals on their tickets. 



Thank you very much, Mr. President and members 
of the Tribunal ; I hope my submissions will be looked 
upon favourably by the Tribunal. 
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Rdsen): Unlike Mr. Egelnick, who was concerned 
that the- operation of London Transport should be regarded 
as a sodial service, you will find that my main concern 
is that certain operations of London Transport are too 
much of a social service. Whilst an May, 1965, you did 
say to the Select Committee, Mr. President, that you found 
individuals who went before the Tribunal did so on com- 
paratively small matters, I was present Ms morning when 
I heard Mr. Hawkings state that he felt that the point 
which I intend to deal with specifically was responsible 
for a loss of revenue, as I understood it, of up to £1.6m. 
a year ; and it is this figure of £11. 6m. out o'f the £5.4m. 
which I understand London Transport are seeking to 
obtain that I wish to concern myself with. 

Having read the proceedings last Tuesday I am aware 
that you are familiar with the procedure which is involved 
in entering the Underground system, and it 'is the Under- 
ground system with Which I am concerned this morning. 
There exists what are known as entrance and exit barriers. 
Staff man all, or at least most, of the entrance barriers, and 
except on rare occasions my observations is that they fail 
to demand to see a valid ticket bought from the ticket office 
at the station. I have challenged London Transport 
previously about this and I suggested to them then, as I 
suggest this morning, that such staff are either inefficient 
or. else redundant, to whiich the Board have replied that 
if such staff were to demand die production and 
inspection of tickets at the entrance barriers congestion 
prejudicing the safety of everyone would ensue. To 
support this view which they take they say that there 
is a need (a) for policing measures in order to ensure that 
people are deterred from entering the Underground system 
wiithout having previously bought a ticket, and (to) to 
justify the appearance at least — and I put it no higher 
than that at the moment — that persons in their employ- 
ment are doing nothing all day long. 

Now the Board claim to have conducted an experiment 
in doing without such policing staff, as they tell me, and 
as a result they claim that more passengers were travelling 
without paying the appropriate fare. When I was told this 
I asked for what I can term Further and Better Par- 
ticulars of .this experiment which they conducted, for 
example, as I have specified here: when the experiment 
was conducted, for how long, at how many stations, 
whether any documentation of such an experiment exists, 
and how such results which are claimed were arrived at, 
and I was refused — for what reason I do not know — the 
facility of being able to examine this experiment. 

The submission Which I make in regard to the entrance 
barriers is that the Board cannot make out a good case 
for continuing to employ staff which I estimate — and it is 
only an estimate — as being in excess of 250 persons, and 
thereby saving salaries and administration expenses of 
something about £300,000 a year— and again I am by no 
means accurate in my figure. That is my conclusion on the 
first part of my pleading which concerns entrance barriers, 
namely the inefficiency with which they are manned. 

The second part of my pleading concerns the exit 
barriers, the barriers which one passes in. order to get out 
of the Underground Station. Here my submission is there 
is an apparent inefficiency in (a) collecting the appropriate 
fare from passengers at these barriers, and (to) collecting 
those fares in turn from the staff authorised to collect 
them. The system of collection of fares at exit barriers 
exists because passengers are either unable or unwilling to 
buy tickets at the start of their journey, and the system as 
it is present operated depends entirely upon the honesty of 
the passengers and staff. 

I see you are following my pleading. The example which 
I give in the next clause is this, that if somebody is to get 
on, for example, at Hounslow or some station distant in 
the system from the centre of London without a ticket and 
to emerge at somewhere such as Knightsbridge and to tell 
the person authorised to collect tickets that he got on, for 
example, at Hyde Park Corner or one station distant, 
tender him a 6d. piece and not wait for the 2d. change, we 
have two people who have both got a vested interest in 
making no further enquiries : one person who is not asked 
in any detail exactly where he got on, and another person 



who has money for which no receipt has been given, and 
the implication will become clear as 1 move on in my 
argument. 

The Board have made available to me information that 
about 7,000 persons were convicted of travelling with intent 
to avoid payment of a proper fare in 1964, but the point 
which I would like to make before you, particularly to the 
Accountant amongst you, is: How many other persons 
successfully avoided detection and/or conviction because 
of the system as it is operated ? The secrecy with which 
the Board surrounds itself makes it difficult to assess the 
random nature of such a detection of persons as 7,000. 
Is that figure, as I have said in my pleading, less than 1 
per cent of those who travel without any, or any adequate, 
ticket, or is it more ? Is it but the tip of the iceberg, or is 
it in fact a substantial representation of those who do avoid 
paying their fare, and if so by how much ? The method 
of detection which I have been lead to learn about appears 
to depend upon random spot checks, the details of which 
I have not been given knowledge of, and I would like such 
methods to be put before you for your perusal as to 
whether they are reasonable and adequate in all the cir- 
cumstances. 



( President ) : Would it be in the interest of the Board to 
supply their methods of detection ? 

(Mr. Rosen): No. I make the point specifically that if 
they chose, it may well be that an indication can be given 
of what methods they do employ without having to make 
them public. The point I am really making is this: If 
London Transport are to have what appears, at least, to be 
a concerned inquiry about the methods which they employ, 
to put down an iron curtain and say “ No-one shall know” 
is in itself going .to make one entertain suspicions as to 
what exactly does go on. If they were to say “ If you are 
particularly concerned we are prepared to make informa- 
tion available to you because you do not appear to be the 
sort of person who is going to conduct a large-scale fraud 
as a result of getting this information ” it would be 
reasonable. Had they done so I might have been far more 
anxious about producing this pleading before this Tribunal. 
I do not know if that answers your question, Mr. President. 

If I can go on to the second half of this argument in 
relation to the exit barriers: once such money has been 
tendered to the staff, I ask What steps are then taken to 
ensure that such staff do not confuse that money with 
money of their own ? The Board informed me that 
instructions have been issued to such staff who are respon- 
sible for collecting fares to issue a receipt for the money 
if the passenger so demands, and in my next pleading you 
will see that I have had occasion to test London Transport’s 
earnest in this matter by asking the collectors, When I have 
travelled on the system late at night when ticket offices 
have been closed, for receipts ; and the response which I 
got from such collectors leads me to believe that at times 
other than at peak periods, such staff are curiously reluct- 
ant to issue such a receipt, and I do not see any apparent 
reason for such reluctance. In practice I have said it 
proves what I term “ dangerous ” for a passenger who is 
forced to travel without a ticket to demand a receipt, and 
I say that the hostility with which such a request appears 
-to be received leads me to suppose that there is something 
more behind it than a mere lack of time. It is at this point 
that I have said I am disturbed by what I estimate to be an 
enormous loss of revenue, and I have called upon the 
Board—" called ” is, perhaps, too strong a word, I have 
asked them if they had considered a fine of the maximum 
possible fare on the system for those who are unable to 
produce a valid ticket or who fail to give a satisfactory 
explanation for not being able to do so, and they have 
replied they have not conducted an experiment in this 
matter nor do they intend to do so. 



Now this brings me to what I regard as the incongruity 
of the London Transport case. They tell me in relation 
to the entrance barriers that they have conducted an 
experiment and they tell me that the experiment satisfied 
them that the present arrangements were satisfactory, and 
even if I had no knowledge of it it may well be that I am 
forced to accept that ; but the incongruity is in the second 
part o'f the pleading, that having shown themselves to be 
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other than reluctant to conduct an experiment on one half 
of the system, why is it they are reluctant to conduct it on 
another ? 

My further suggestion is that if late at night ticket offices 
are closed (and it does happen), a station is always manned 
by a ticket collector until it is closed and if people, with 
adequate publicity beforehand, are informed that they have 
to obtain from the ticket collector a slip of paper with that 
particular station on it and with the date on it, all that it 
would be required of that particular ticket collector then 
and there to do would be to endorse the time upon it to 
obviate any fraud. This, to me, would seem at least to put 
the onus upon the London Transport Board to show that 
they are at present taking all steps to obviate any fraud 
and that such steps as I have suggested here this morning 
would be completely unreasonable. 

Finally, having pointed out to you that I regard London 
Transport, in reality, has being estopped from denying that 
they ought to experiment with the exit barriers, if they are 
going to experiment on one part of the system why do they 
not do so on another. 

I have raised the, perhaps, sensitive point of over-staffing 
on the system. 

Finally I would invite you to test the idea which I gave 
you this morning. I invite you to go to a station other 
than St. James and, without purchasing another ticket, 
alight at another station and test whether or not you will 
be able to travel anywhere over the system for the price 
of 4d. 

( President ) : Are you inviting us to oommit an offence ? 

(Mr. Rosen): I appreciate that, and in my notes I do 
have a note that I ought to have invited one or two 
members of the London Transport staff to travel with you. 

Finally, I would like to draw your attention to evidence 
which was given on Friday afternoon. It is page 54 of 
the third day, question 1089. Mr. Frederick John Lloyd is 
being cross-examined by, I believe, Mr. Hawkings, and Mr. 
Hawkings put it to Mr. Lloyd that the receipts here had 
risen by as much as £20 a day. At question 1090 we have 
the question : “ Would you care to make any comment on 



•the suggestion that the increase has been up to £20 a day ” 
and the answer: “I have not that particular figure avail- 
able, I am afraid.” Then at 109*1 : “ Perhaps we might be 
able to get evidence on that particular point.” Then there 
was an intervention, when you asked: “Supposing it were 
£20 a day, what sort of percentage would it be ? ” and I 
believe I am right in saying Mr. Hawkings came back this 
morning and said it represents £11. 6m. if it is added up. 
Now I wish to be very circumspect in the way in which I 
put my next point: I understand that the Transport 
Tribunal have my pleadings before them. I was given 
notice by London Transport of certain documents by about 
•the 5th April, and I would have thought it would have been 
reasonable, had my pleadings been read and studied 
seriously, .that at the point when Mr. Hawkings challenged 
this figure we might have had a little readier response, if 
not from Mr. Lloyd certainly from one of his staff. 

In conclusion, I ask you to consider whether or not the 
present system of collection of fares on the Underground 
is anything more than a licence to thieve both on the part 
of the passengers and on the part Of the staff. Tt is a very 
serious thing to say and I say it seriously, and I hope if 
you have the opportunity you will go into this matter 
further. 



I do not know whether I ought to say, Mr. President, 
that I have no indication as to whether Counsel for London 
Transport wish to cross-examine me on any matter which 
I have raised this morning ? 

(President) : You are not giving evidence, you are making 
a submission. 



(Mr. Rosen): And in making a submission I take it 
cross-examination is precluded ? 

( President ): Yes. 

(Mr. Rosen) : That is all I have to say. 

(President): Are you going to reply, Mr. Fay ? 



(Mr. Fay ) : I think it will be more satisfactory if I reply 
on this Application before going to the British Railways’ 
Application. 



(Adjourned for a short time) 



(Mr. Maclaren ) : Would it be convenient to address the 
Tribunal on the point you raised this morning. Sir ? 

(President): Yes, Mr. Maclaren. 

(Mr. Maclaren): If you please, Sir. I do not wish to 
•repeat anything that has been salid, but ! if I could look 
at Section 45, sub-section 4, just to call attention to one 
matter : Section 18, sub-section (1) would be in the 
Tribunal’s mlind, and the very firm statement of the 
financial duty is given there, and the words of the sub- 
section- are, if I may put it, much milder. “ In exercising 
thelir power to make Order under this section, the Tribunal 
shall do nothing which will in the oplinion of the Tribunal 
prevent the London Board and the Railways Board from 
levying charges which make a proper contribution to die 
discharge of their financial duty” — and you have been 
addressed on the following words. 

What I should like to submit here is what is meant by 
“ proper contribution ” which is, after all the heart of this 
suib-section. We find that the London Transport Board 
have been exercising their own minds in this particular 
case as to What is a proper contribution to seek from the 
passengers in the present circumstances. I think it is fair 
to them to say that they have been doling their best, 
according to their judgment, to weigh the “pros and 
cons ” — the need for revenue on the one hand and the 
state of the undertaking on the other — and the necessary 
effect of fares increases and they have, if I may say so, 
been doing their best to pre-dispose their activity to call 
upon fares to make a proper contribution and not just 
to- provide the revenue. There is a world Of difference 



between just providing the revenue and making a con- 
tribution to discharge the duty in regard to the existing 
circumstances, if I may “ shorthand ” what follows. 

It seems to me that their judgment, which I am sure 
they have done their utmost to exercise, is subject to the 
judgment of thlis Tribunal. The Act is quite specific in 
this very sub-section in wh'ich it says “ which will in the 
opinion of the Tribunal ” and it is a question Of weighing 
what contribution to the discharge of the financial duty to 
the Board should be made by fares in the existing circum- 
stances. This indeed must be so when the Tribunal finds 
itself faced with the present situation, where the Board 
itself does not pretend it would be proper at this stage 
to seek to make their functions pay by raising fares. It 
may be in future, when circumstances are different, they 
may be able to do so, but at present their view is it would 
be improper so to raise their fares as to make their 
accounts balance. 



I am sure the Tribunal will feel, when the Board has 
exercised their discretion in this manner, they have been 
sensible of their public function to provide a service as is 
lalid upon them by the earlier section of the Act, Section 
7 — and this is an exercise of their function which I am 
sure public authorities would appreciate. 

But the fact does remain it is still for the Tribunal to 
consider whether the judgment of the Transport Tribunal 
in this respect has been good or not, and whether the 
Tribunal should permit the particular increases that have 
been put before it, haying regard to what is a “proper 
contribution ” in the circumstances of the financial duty 
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of th§ ®oard. Because it must be pla'in that the general 
situation -of the Board, the general financial situation is 
contributed to by many factors, of whiich fares are only 
one; I do not think I would be putting it too highly — 
and this came out during the course of this particular 
Inquiry — in saying that labour difficulties are a major 
cause of financial difficulties. That is only one example, 
and there are many contributors to the financial situation 
of the Board at any one time. Fares should make their 
“ proper contribution ” and not make up, as it were, the 
contribution that should, and must, come in the nature of 
things from some other effort, other than fare raising. 

It seems to me the word “proper” imports all this — 
otherwise, what does it mean ? I do submit to the Tribunal 
that “ proper contribution ” has no meaning at all if that 
simply means any increase in fares that falls short of 
making the balance of revenue and expenditure meet, and 
provide a surplus any increase in fares that falls short of 
that cannot be refused by the Tribunal. 

This sounds to me to be an absurd proposition, and 
let me give you an example : If I just, for convenience 
sake, ask you to refer to FJL5, where figures are set 
out — and I only use this by way of a mental exercise — if 
the Tribunal would just consider the revenue from 
ordinary fares, the discounted yield is given as £11 ,-891 ,000, 
and on the next exhibit, 6, it is shown how that is 
calculated, and there is given a list of loss of passengers, 
of 7i per cent at 6d., 5 per cent at 10d., and so on over 
the range of fares which have been calculated. 

It is a matter of pure arithmetic, namely, that if all 
those losses of passengers were doubled, and if my 
arithmetic is not very wildly wrong, and the discounts 
were to be correspondingly increased, the proposed 
increases would sti'll yield a discounted yidld of just under 
one million pounds — about £0.9m. But, in these extreme 
circumstances, is it not open to the Tribunal to say with 
a loss of passengers of 15 per cent, 10 per cent, 5 per cent, 
10 per cent, and 10 per cent one Of the existing factors 
which had to be taken into account in considering whether 
the increases producing these losses would make a proper 
contribution to revenue? 

I submit that the Tribunal’s mind should not be closed 
to the duties placed on the Board by the Act as a whole in 
considering what is a “ proper contribution ” to be made 
by fares by themselves. 

It must surely be the case that if it were put before 
the Tribunal, or proved before the Tribunal, that the loss 
of passengers was going to be very excessive, though 
there was stil'l a discounted yield of substance, then file 
Tribunal would be perfectly within Its rights in saying : 
“ You must look to other measures than just this increase 
in fares which is destroying your very function.” This 
must surely be right ? 

I know this is a hypothetical case, but it helps us, I 
hope, in considering this sub-section. If this is not right, 
then we reach the quite absurd situation that if the London 
Transport Board came here with the proposal for a set of 
increases in fares yielding something short of what they 
need to balance thdir accounts, then the Tribunal cannot 
refuse any of these increases. 

(President) : Is that so ? 'It may be, may it not, that we 
cannot make this Order which is asked for because it 
does not ask for enough ? 

(Mr. Maclaren): There is equally that absurd proposi- 
tion, Sir, because, in that event, the local authorities would 
have to say to the Tribunal : “You must terminate the 
notice which the Board have given because it is not in 
fulfilment of their duty.” 

( President ): I do not shrink from the prospect of that 
myself, because this Act was drawn on the basis that the 
Board would be able to conduct their business so as to 
secure their revenue was not less than sufficient. We seem 
to have got to the position where they cannot. 

(Mr. Maclaren ): This does seem to be the practical 
result. 



( President ): It seems to pose considerable difficulty in 
operating the Act as it is at the moment, particularly 
having regard to the limit Of our powers imposed by 
sub-section 4 of Section 45. 

(Mr. Maclaren ): I am very sensible of this situation. 
Sir. It is a fact that the Act is not operating. I think all 
parties are agreed in this, so far as London Transport is 
concerned. I do not think there is any doubt about that, 
and the question is : We have reached this point whether 
the Tribunal does itself choose to make the Act operative, 
or whether the real answer is that this Application is not 
In accord with the Act, and it cannot be sanctioned. That 
would certainly create difficulties for the London Transport 
Board. I am aware of that view, and I was trying to look 
at the facts as a whole, and showing what London 
Transport themselves have sought to do in the circum- 
stances. These words are not so terribly wrenched, I 
should have thought, from their dimple English. 

If it is taken in the way I have suggested, the Tribunal 
“shall do nothing which will In the opinion of the 
Tribunal prevent 'the London Board and the Railways 
Board from levying charges which make a proper con- 
tribution to the discharge of thdir financial duty, taking 
into account their present circumstances and future 
prospects ...” 

(President): That assumes that their financial duty is 
going to be discharged, does it not ? 

(Mr. Maclaren ): Yes, Sir, I think it does. 

(President): And their revenue will not be less than 
sufficient under Section 18 for making provision for the 
“ meeting of charges properly chargeable to the revenue.” 
This, and other ways, should add up to sufficient revenue 
to enable them to do what they have to do under Section 
18, and the proper contribution from charges is presum- 
ably the balance Which has to be made up after all the 
other revenue has been taken into account. 

(Mr. Maclaren): Yes, Sir, that is another way of reading 
it, and if it means that then the situation is, of course, 
that the Application does not come anywhere near that, 
and this is, therefore, not a good Application. 

I very freely admit that is a way of reading it ; the 
“ proper contribution ” in fact refers to the other sources 
of revenue, and I am sensitive to that, but, on the other 
hand, I think if the Tribunal looks at the Act as a whole, 
there is the duty put on the Board to provide a service— I 
need not read it ; it is quite strongly worded — and to 
provide the service, presumably they need financial means 
to run it. There is that aspect of it, and the best contribu- 
tion that can be made to that 'in the circumstances would, 
I suppose, be “ proper,” but it depends so much on whether 
one takes the strong view that the Board themselves have 
always put before the Tribunal since the old Act of 1947, 
that they have got to levy the charges Which make their 
finances balance, and the Tribunal cannot stop them. 

I have heard submission after submission of this kind, 
but it has got to get to this practical situation at the end 
of the day (which is the view some of us take) that having 
regard to all the circumstances we submit either, as you 
yourself have said, Sir, that this Application is not 
appropriate and not fulfilling the duty put upon the Board 
under the Act, or, alternatively, if it is the exercise of 
judgment as to what is proper to levy by way of fares 
in the present circumstances, that exercise of discretion is 
under the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. I cannot see any 
other way of expressing the meaning of this section, in 
the circumstances. 



(President) : Thank you, Mr. Maclaren ; we are very 
grateful to you. 

(Mr. Maclaren) : I am obliged, Sir. 

(Mr. Fay): May it please the Tribunal: My first duty. 
Sir, ifc to apologise for having absented myself from some 
of your deliberations since the commencement of this 
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Inquiry, due entirely to circumstances over which I had no 
control. I do apologise ; I regret it more because I think 
this is the first time I have ever been absent at a Fares 
Inquiry for about 15 years. 

{President): We are very pleased to see you here now, 
Mr. Fay. Meanwhile, your clients’ interest have been 
amply protected by your learned junior. 

{Mr. Fay): It is a curious form of addiction; I regret 
having to absent myself. 



May I commence with the law as governing these 
deliberations which I had intended to commence with — 
bearing in mind also the deliberations passing between 
yoursellf and my learned friend Mr. Madaren since the 
adjournment. 

The head and font off the duty off the Board is, of course, 
Section 18, sub-section (1), and that is what must be 
borne in mind throughout, as indeed it is clear you are 
bearing it in mind. “ Each of the Boards shall so conduct 
their business as to secure that their revenue is not less 
than sufficient for making provision for the meeting of 
charges, properly chargeable to revenue, taking one year 
with another.” And Chose last five words are not without 
significance, certainly in the context Of the present 
Application — “taking one year with another.” 

But pausing there, that is, is it not, the fundamental 
financial concept lying behind the setting up of all the 
nationalised bodies, in the same way the Electricity and the 
Gas Industry and London Transport are Nationalised — 
they belong to the public, the public use their services 
and those who use the services are expected to provide 
the funds. Of course, there are other sources of income, 
to a small extent, in the case of London Transport 
advertising and letting of properties, but they are connected 
with their fqnction of transport, and, certainly so far as 
the advertising is concerned, direoCly connected with them. 
So that is the philosophy, is it not, that the travelling 
public shall pay, by and large, for the undertaking— pay 
the annual costs oif running the undertaking, taking one 
year with another ? 

Then sub-section (2) gives a little more detail of the 
way in which the net requires them to pay their way, and 
this, like sub-section (1), contains the mandatory word 
“shall” — this is a mandatory provision as is sub-section 
(1) : “ Each Board shall charge to revenue in every year 
all charges which are proper to be made to revenue, 
including, in particular, proper provision for the deprecia- 
tion or renewal of assets and proper allocations to general 
reserve, and the reference in sub-section (1) of this section 
and other references in this Act to charges properly 
chargeable to revenue shall be construed accordingly.” 
The “ other references in this Act ”, of course, must 
embrace a reference to the provisions of Section 45 
and 46. 



Turning to those Sections, it is under Section 46, sub- 
section (4) that th'is Application is required to be made. 
Section 46, sub-section (4) again contains a mandatory 
“ shall “ The London Board and the Railways Board 
shall make such applications under this section as appear 
to them to be necessary in order to secure that their 
charges subject to the London fares orders make a proper 
contribution to the discharge of their financial duty, taking 
Into account their present circumstances and future 

prospects and any directions given to them by the Minister 
under this Act.” 

Then,, of course, to complete the story, there is the 
equally mandatory provision circumscribing the functions 
of the Tribunal in die preceding Section, sub-section (4) : 
“In exercising their power to make orders under this 

section, the tribunal shall do nothing which will in the 

opinion of the tribunal prevent the London Board and the 
Railways Board from levying charges which make a proper 
contribution to the discharge of their financial duty, taking 
info account their present circumstances and future 

prospects and any directions given to them by the 
Minister under this. Act.” 



My learned friend has just argued that a “proper <Jbn- f " 
tribution ” enables the Tribunal to say that the passengers’ 1,1 
need not, as I understand it, provide all or the necessary 
part of, whatever is needed for the time being. The con- 
struction which I ask the Tribunal to put upon the words 
“ proper contribution ” is to read it in its context, which is 
the context of the Tribunal making an Order as to charges, 
principally maximum charges, for certain items of carriage 
of passengers by rail, and that envisages the control, by 
the Tribunal’s Order, of fares for different classes of travel, 
for different mileages of travel and for different species of 
ticket, and in my submission the words “proper contri- 
bution ” have an understandable meaning when it is 
recognised that, in the nature of things, any Order put 
before the Tribunal must refer to different classes of ticket 
for different distances, and that is what gives the Tribunal 
its jurisdiction — which has never been in question, either 
on the Applicants’ side or on the Objectors’ side— that the 
Tribunal has the function of saying whether or not what 
is proposed fairly spreads the burden between the different 
classes of users — the short distance and the long distance, 
the season ticket holders and the ordinary ticket holders — 
and that is why “ proper contribution ” in my submission 
is in that sub-section! 



fit does not, in my submission, entitle the Tribunal to 
say : “ Well, the global financial need is so much, but we 
think the proper contribution from fares is half that 
amount ” for example. 

{President) : The point I was putting to Mr. Maclaren 
was : Whatever is required, after you have made what 
use you can Of other sources of revenue to make up the 
total revenue required under Section 18, there must be a 
proper contribution from fares in the aggregate. Maybe, 
when you are deciding what any particular fare would be, 
you have to light it up in a manner which is fair to the 
various users, but do you not have to start by taking a 
global “ proper contribution ? ” 

{Mr. Fay): I am not sure I am differing from the 
Tribunal; the fact that the word “contribution” is used 
indicates there is something to contribute to — in other 
words, this is a number of elements which are going 
together to form a sum total whole. 

{President): And the total whole is, in itself, a total 
contribution, is it not ? 

{Mr. Fay) : The total whole. 

{President) : The total charges. 

(Mr. Fay) : The subject of the jurisdiction of the Tribunal 
is not the whole of the fares revenue. 

{President) : Yes ; it is the whole of the charges and the 
whole of the charges have got to be a proper contribution 
to the revenue. 

{Mr. Fay): I would not, with respect, assent to that 
proposition' — if I may dissent from it, Sir. The sub- 
section is speaking of a proper contribution to the discharge 
of their financial duty, and what is it that has to make a 
proper contribution ? It is the charges, and in my sub- 
mission that means the charges looked at individually 
and in the different classes— seasons, ordinary, short 
distance and long distance — which are put before the 
Tribunal. That is what the Tribunal’s duty light upon, in 
my submission and, of course, the charges which are the 
subject otf this Tribunal's jurisdiction do not form the 
whole Of the revenue of London Transport, .because there 
is a small revenue from other sources, such as I have 
indicated — advertising, the letting of properties, and so on. 
They are ancillary, but they are part of the global whole. 

In my submission the Tribunal has its hands tied from 
cutting down the contribution of the whole of the totality 
of the charges because if one is looking at the totality of 
the charges before the Tribunal, then one must place them 
alongside such other sources off income as there are for 
the Board, and one sees that they are minimal in this case— 

I have forgotten the precise figure, but it is relatively small 
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j^o 1 the Revenue Account of the Board. Other receipts total 
compared with the traffic receipts of £98m., which 
? figure which justifies me in calling them minimal. 
That is a consideration, the existence of other revenue 
not subject to the Tribunal’s jurisdiction, which can have 
little practical influence' in whether or not the Tribunal 
•were, in terms enjoined under Section 45, sub-section (1), 
in the terms in which they are, but the Tribunal would, 
nevertheless, have a duty arising out of Section 18 of 
not doing that which would of itself prevent the Board 
from straining towards at any rate the fulfilment of its 
mandatory statutory duty laid upon it. 

Having said that, of course I am taken at once straight 
into the proposition which you have advanced this after- 
noon to my learned friend. Sir, namely can it be said that 
this Application is bad because it does not ask enough ? 
That is a danger which the Board has been in, in the past. 
I do not recollect, either in the past, or on the present 
occasion, the point ever having been taken by the essence 
of the Order put forward, but of course it is a point which 
could, I take it, be considered. One might get into a 
position, I suppose — and I do not concede for a moment 
that that position has been reached — (indeed the position 
which British- Railways are in)— where it is impossible for 
this statutdry-dd'ty to be complied with. British Railways 
are, of course, exempted from it simply because it is 
impossible for them by a subsequent provision and, having 
once reached that position, one would reach an unreal 
position in this statute where there was a duty to do 
something which could not be done. 



This is a matter which seems to attract a good deal of 
attention, and that again would be commercially damaging 
and, in my submission, the Board are doing what is the 
commonsense thing: they are not asking for maxima or 
higher than .the maxima that they intend, save in the odd, 
'.local circumstance, to apply. They are giving notice to the 
objectors of what it is the objeotors should come and fight 
about, and. to the public at large. 

In those circumstances they are, in my submission, not 
in breach of their statutory duty if, at the present juncture, 
this is what is commercially feasible, although it will equally 
be commercially feasible later on to ask for more, but, Sir, 
may I come back to “taking one year with another” 
because I shall draw attention to the fact in its years of 
existence, and although there have been three completed 
years of the London Board’s existence, there have been 
surpluses down to the end of 1964. 

I have in front Of me the Balance Sheet in the Accounts 
for 1964, where I see that capital reserves — and this is at 
the 31st December, 1964 — amounted to £6.3m. and general 
revenue reserves amounted to £0.2m. I feel that all of the 
capital reserve has been obtained from revenue. 

Certainly the capital reserve for the higher replacement 
cost of rolling stock is a revenue reserve in the sense that 
it has come out year by year from revenue— it is the margin 
between historical cost depreciation and replacement cost 
depreciation — and that amounted by this time to £3 .2m. 
The general revenue was £0.2m. 



(President)-: Tflat is what is worrying me, because if you 
look at AET future year, the figures there seem to show 
that if you only levy the charges in this Order, you will not 
fulfil your statutory duty. 

(Mr. Fay): Not in the future year, to which that relates. 

( President ): Is there any ground in the evidence before 
ps that in some more distant future year you would ? 

(Mr. Fay): Ah — at the present charges, Sir ? 

(President)': ■ Of the proposed charges ? 

(Mr. Fay) : That is looking far ahead. The evidence was 
that there is still a reservoir of charging power, although 
the law of diminishing returns may be approaching, or the 
operation of that law may be approaching. It was said a 
year ago to .the Select Committee that the point at which 
charges thereafter would cease to produce any net revenue 
would then be reached at the stage of 6d., 9d. and Is. Od. 
We have not got to that stage and, as Mr. Lloyd has 
pointed out, the economy has altered since then. As the 
charges have increased, the value of money has decreased 
correspondingly, and the ability of persons, and their 
willingness to pay, has probably increased beyond the 6d„ 
9d. and ,1s. Od. figure. 



'In the current position, we were held back last year but 
the Minister and his subvention, but one has a number of 
commercial consideration to bear in mind in deciding what 
'increases Co ask for at any given time, and the commercial 
consideration which operates upon the mind of those 
instructing me is that, suddenly Co put on such increases 
would be a heavy blow and, administered all at once 
would, commercially, be inadvisable. 

(President ) : But you do not have to put on your .maxi- 
mum all at once; you can put on your increases- by such 
stages as you like, as long as you do not exceed the 
maxima. ' 



(Mr. Fay) : That is indeed true, and if it is said we should 
have asked for the maxima, that theoretically would give 
us a higher revenue, although we pome and say that we do 
not intend to use it at the moment, I would accept the point, 
ibttt there are commercial considerations involved here 
which are not always readily understood by the public, 
?an .headlines jf an application were pub- 

lished for maximum charges, substantially in excess of 
those which were intended to’ he ukted. 



Of course that was at the end of 1964. In 1965, if I 
remember rightly, there was a £lm. deficit. So those figures 
fall to be diminished by £lm. But on balance* since the 
birth of this body, there is still a reserve in the books 
representing savings out of revenue over and above the 
payment of working expenses and of interest, and if that is 
so i can say, can I not— coming here with this modest 
application, so modest that there has fallen from you the 
view that it might be so low as to be illegally low— that we 
still have not got down to a stage of . being in net deficit 
and taking one year with another— which does not mean 
taking one year with one other but looking at the whole 
picture— we have built up our reserve in the past against a 
rainy day ; now is the rainy day, and until the rain has 
exhausted the reserve in my submission it cannot be said 
that, taking one year with another, the board are commit- 
ting an act of illegality and defying their statutory duty 
by coming here with a modest request which in the circum- 
stances they say is what is commercially feasible at the 
present time. 



(President ) : You i 
application you like. 



: entitled to come and make any 



(Mr. Fay) : Am I ? I’m not so sure. No, I’m not. The 
section says : ... . should make such applications as appear 

to be necessary in order to secure their charges . . . make a 
proper contributions ” — etc. 

®. a ! n , reminded that the assets displacement reserve was 
an initial capital reserve and did not come out of revenue 
at any time during the history of this board. That does 
not affect my argument, and we are still on balance up, 
and in my submission this is an application which is 
competent to be made in the circumstances and one in 
which no objector has taken the point that too little is, asked 
tor in the circumstances of the present day, including the 
state of flux which the legislation about transport is in and 
the fact that last year the Minister provided a subvention 
promised ahead of time, so that in the light of the promise 
the board did not feel bound, under their statutory duty to 
dome to this tribunal with this application, recognising 
that there would have been a statutory duty on them to 
make an application last year, but for their having been 
assured of some substantial extra revenue from another 
source, namely the taxpayer. 

'I do not- know that I have any further thoughts on this 
aspec( of .the matter unless I can assist you further, 

(President) : No, we are obliged to you. 
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(Mr. Fay): Of course, looking at the statutory frame- 
work it becomes more than ever evident that a great deal 
of discussion has been had this year which is irrelevant. 
But one always hears at these inquiries suggestions made as 
to what alterations in the law there might be, or what might 
be done by the executive, and the Tribunal has in the 
past (rightly, in my submission) said that acting within the 
four corners of the Act these are matters outwith con- 
sideration and must not be entertained. 



The objectors have more reason for embarking on these 
topics this year in the light of the history and recent 
ministerial statement in the House of Commons. But they 
are still, in my submission, irrelevant, and it is idle to 
speculate upon what may be done by the Minister of Trans- 
port. 

( President ) : I do not think you will find us speculating 
on that ; we have enough trouble applying the Act as it is ! 

(Mr. Fay) : I am not inviting the Tribunal to speculate, 
nor am I apprehensive of the tribunal’s so doing; but I 
am pointing out that a lot of that which has been addressed 
to the Tribunal has been addressed upon a foundation that 
there is going to be some action by the Minister or the 
executive. That is something which should be excluded 
from consideration, in my submission, acting as we are 
within the four corners of the Statute. 

But while a good deal of attention has been paid to these 
still inadmissible (in my submission) considerations by the 
objectors, I have heard nothing and read nothing of another 
suggestion which does lie in the background of a great of 
'the malaise affecting transport and is something which was 
mentioned by the Minister in the House of Commons on 
both occasions on which he spoke about the matter ; that 
is, not paying taxpayers’ money to support London Trans- 
port, but tackling the traffic problem, and more specifically 
the problem of the motor car in large urban centres. The 
Greater London Oouncil is the highway authority ; we have 
heard no contribution from them at this inquiry along those 
lines ; but it has become increasingly evident to those who 
have attended these inquiries down the years that as the 
years go by, so the British public becomes more and more 
addicted to its motor car ; it spends more and more of its 
capital investing it in an alternative form of transport to 
public transport, and the consequence is now becoming 
ever-increasingly apparent. 

One thing the motor car is doing is strangling public 
transport, which is one of the causes of the decline of the 
receipts, particularly upon the road side, Of London 
Transport. That is something which may in the future be 
tackled ; the Minister has promised, and reiterated, that 
there is investigation in progress, and he has said some- 
thing about restricting motor cars. 

Of course these are matters which are delicate matters 
in a democratic society ; we all love our motor cars but 
at the same time hate other people’s ! 'Maybe the will of 
the majority will prove to be in favour of the motor car ; 
I do not know ; nobody knows. But that is one line of 
approach which of course, boldly adopted, could transform 
the finances of London Transport overnight because if all 
the people who clutter the roads with motor cars in the 
morning and evening found they no longer could, and were 
perforce driven to public transport, the revenues would be 
swollen and the ability of London Transport to pay its 
way would be improved. 

This is a matter on which my learned friends might well 
ponder, equally with the possibility of the taxpayers foot- 
ing the bill in the future — and as regards the taxpayers 
footing the bill', that is again a matter which is not without 
its deMcate and difficult sides. I suppose those who are 
users erf London Transport do not mind as taxpayers pay- 
ing increased tax for the purpose of helping London 
Transport — as the taxpayer did last year ; but whether the 
taxpayer in, say, Aberdeen feels the same way may be 
another matter. There is obviously a question to be 
ventilated at some stage as to how far it is right for the 
national public to give assistance to the Ideal London 
Transport problem. 



However, all these matters on which one can speculate 
can hardly affect their function, which is to be satisfied 
firstly that this money is needed by London Transport 
globally in order to discharge pro tanto its statutory duty, 
and secondly that the additional burden is spread fairiy 
among the different classes of those who are called upon 
to contribute. 

I ask you to say that this application is in no wise dis- 
abled by being modest. There have been applications in 
the past asking for a good deal less than the Tribunal had 
said on previous occasions was the proper amount. On 
this occasion there is a very good, sound commercial 
reason, which Mr. Lloyd adumbrated, for not asking for 
more at this stage, and in those circumstances in my sub- 
mission we have made a competent application, and it is 
one in regard to which the Tribunal should, in my sub- 
mission, address itself to two classic questions: Has the 
need for the additional revenue been proved as a global 
matter, and it is fairly shared out. 

I hardly need address you on the first of these matters, 
because as we have been discussing whether the Board 
have asked for enough, it must follow they have not asked 
for too much ; and I do not know that anyone has been 
concerned (indeed, no one could, on the figures, in my 
submission) to suggest that the global figure has not been 
amply shown to be one which, as a global figure, should be 
asked for. In those circumstances I do not propose to take 
up time in dealing with the aspect but would go on to the 
bther question, namely is the burden fairly spread by the 
detail of the application. 

As I understand it, there has been no serious attack 
upon the scales proposed by and large. There has been a 
suggestion that those travelling li and 2\ miles have been 
harshly treated ; there has been a reference to the operation 
of the fractions rule, and there has been a good deal said 
albouit the Amersham Line. I would like to say a word 
about each of those topics. 

I also have a note that there was an objection from the 
Borough of Barking, claiming that the fares for the longer 
distances were disadvantageous and in some way unfair. 
I am surprised to hear that from a representative of Bark- 
ing, because they are on a line on which they have the 
advantage of the lower London Transport scale on their 
British Railways Fenchurch Street line. They are in that 
sense in a privileged position, and have been for some 
years. I say no more about that. The fact that there is 
the only voice raised in that protest, in my submission, 
shows I need not worry unduly about it. 

The !•£■ and 2£ mile stage abolition has the effect of 
increasing the fares of persons travelling those distances. 
But you will have noted, of course, that if one takes this 
application in conjunction with the last fares increase, the 
burden is, as it were, flattened out. Those who escaped 
last time pay this time, and vice versa. Last time the 
mile fare took no increase ; this time it takes an increase 
of 2d. Last time the 2 mile fare took an increase of 2d. ; 
this time it takes no increase. Last time the 2± mile fare 
took an increase not of 2d but of Id. ; this time it takes 
an increase of 2d., so its bears, on the two applications, a 
total increase of 3d., which is the same increase as the 3 
mile fare takes, taking the two applications together, 
because that was increased by 3d. last time and is not 
increased this time. So in my submission the burden is 
being shared fairly among the users of the different lengths 
of journey. 

There Femains the question of whether- it is fair to retain 
some separate fare at these two particular half-mile stages. 
As you know, London Transport has always been against 
half-mile staging ; the classic unit of the sale of transport 
by road in London has been, and still 'is, the mile ; the 
half -mile was brought in once- or twice since the war, as it 
were, as an expedient in order on one occasion to retain 
the 6d. fare; and in. ordfer to get the right amount of money 
rather than too much or too 'little. But by and large I ask 
you to say that mile staging is. the proper unit in which to 
sell transport, and the fact that there have been exceptions, 
once or twice in the past does not mean that there is any- 
thing to be said for the half-mile as such. 
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I iWoU'ld ''point, out also that those who would ask for the 
retetition 1 of 1| and 2£ mile stages today do not seem to 
address their minds to how the additional financial burden 
that ' that would involve is to be shared among the other 
users. There is £2im. in this, which has to be found 
somewhere. 

Then there has been comment upon the operation of the 
fractions rule. You have to have a fractions rule when 
you are selling transport by the mile and by the coin of the 
realm, and the rule was settled back in the big, initial 
inquiry in 1952 in the form in which it still remains. I 
noted that as long ago as the first Brutish Transport Com- 
mission Passengers Charges Scheme, which was made after 
the most extensive examination of all the principles in- 
volved and settled the pattern from then on, under the 
original Transport Act, this existing fractions rule was 
settled. It involves rounding the fractions of a mile to one 
mile and it involves rounding up fractions of Id. to Id. 
The reference is page 13, paragraph 38, of the 19*52 
scheme : “ For all the purposes of this scheme fractions of 
a mile should be reckoned as a mile and for all purposes 
of this scheme with certain exceptions fractions of Id. 
should be reckoned as Id.” That is the fractions rule which 
persists today. 

You have to have a fractions rule. People may say, 
why don’t you round down, or why don’t you take it to a 
halfway point. But these are mere technical devices to 
arrive at the fare to be paid, and if one alters the fractions 
round in a way which 'brings in less revenue, that revenue 
has to be found somewhere else. The rule is that if you 
pay for the mile, as soon as you go over the mile you pay 
as for 2 miles. If the rule were that if you go over 1£ miles 
you pay as for 2$-, that would merely have the effect of 
shifting the point at which the fraction turns, and if there 
is ah alteration — a rounding down instead of rounding 
up — there is a very great deal of money in it, and I ask 
you to leave this rule untouched as if has been since 1952. 

Finally, let me come to the Amersham Line. I am 
following what I understand has been agreed in not dealing 
with the question of the season tickets for young persons 
because that is something which is going to emerge as 
a proposition involving a great deal more money in the 
next case* of British Railways, and can be debated fully 
then— and, of course, this London Transport application 
•in that regard, as with, I suppose, the 3±d., stands or falls 
with the British Railways application. 

Now the Amersham Line. This has been on the British 
Railways ordinary fare since the present regime under 
nationalisation was fully considered and finalised in the 
scheme to which I have already referred, namely that of 
1952v What is asked here is really twofold: firstly, that 
the treatment of the line from Harrow to Amersham should 
continue, secondly that the ordinary fare as a maximum 
should be increased from 3d. to 3£d., and that is con- 
sequential upon the British Railways application to make 
the like increase in its ordinary fares upon the four 
journeys within the London area. 

Before I embark upon the merits may I say a word 
about the law, because there has been some discussion 
of how under the existing order you arrive at the 
maximum fare for a through journey from, say. Baker 
Street to Amersham. 

Baker Street to Harrow falls within the ordinary Tube 
or Underground fare, which has a taper in it. The line 
from Harrow to Atoersham falls within the British Rail- 
ways system of charging for ordinary fares which, after 
the first mile or two, has no taper in it and is a flat 3d. at 
present. The two sections of the Board’s railway are 
governed by respectively paragraph 5 and 6 of the existing 
order. This is a maximum charges order, that is to say, an 
order providing a statutory interference with the freedom 
of contract and providing that in making a contract with 
a passenger to carry him there should be a statutory and 
legal maximum on the amount which may be charged. 
This ■ is something which has to be borne in mind in 
construing these 'two paragraphs as they apply to a 
journey which is a throughout journey partly under one 
paragraph and partly under another. 



Paragraph 5, which deals with the Underground lines 
and excepts from its operation the Harrow to Amersham 
Line, says : — 

“Subject to the provisions of paragraphs 7 and 15 of 
this Order, the Board may Charge for the carriage of 
passengers by railway on journeys wholly within the 
London Passenger Transport Area otherwise than between 
Queen’s Park Station and Watford Junction Station or 
between Harrow-on- the-Hifi Station and Amersham 
Station or upon the Watford and Chesham Branches fares 
not exceeding ” — so — much. 

What for 7 The answer is, for the carriage olf passengers 
by railway on journeys wholly within the London 
Transport area otherwise then between Harrow and 
Amersham. If you carry someone from Baker Street to 
Harrow, you fall within the paragraph and you charge 
a sum which must not exceed the maximum there 
defined. 

But paragraph 6 makes the like provision for this 
passenger once he gets past Harrow : — 



“Subject to the provisions of paragraphs 7 and 15 of 
this Order, the Board may charge for the carriage of 
passengers by railway between Queen's Park Station and 
Watford Junction Station and between Harrow-on-the-Hill 
Station and Amersham Station and upon the Watford and 
Chesham Branches fares not exceeding ” — so — much. 



So once the passenger gets to Harrow he is subject to 
a different maximum, and it is a maximum per mile, and 
in my submission when one finds that there is one journey 
in practice which is described in the order as two journeys 
because it has two different fares, then it is, for the 
purposes of applying a maximum fare, two journeys, and 
in order to ascertain What is the sum which is the 
the maximum one says what is the maximum for 
the first journey and then what is .the maximum for 
■the second. That is the interpretation which, I am 
instructed, has always been followed, and I submit 
it is the correct one. Indeed, there is no other construction 
which can be arrived at which gives since to their bring 
a maximum for a journey which in fact is throughout 
from Baker Street to Amersham, because if you say, oh I 
well, look ait paragraph 5: His journey is to Amersham 
but the bit from Harrow to Amersham is excepted, then 
that can give you no justification for charging the whole 
mileage from Baker Street to Amersham under paragraph 

5, and vice versa, there is no justification for saying the 
Whole of the journey should be charged under paragraph 

6. The only possible way of construing these two para- 
graphs is to say they relate to two journeys, and that 
although to his mind it may be one journey the passenger 
is in fact taking two— for charging purposes the order splits 
it into two. 



Of course, the same thing applies, and the same solution 
must apply, in cases where a passenger makes a journey 
which he regards as a single journey because it is in a 
through train, which starts as a journey upon London 
Transport and ends as one upon British Railways. There 
are a number of such journeys in this London area, and the 
passenger there not only moves from one paragraph in the 
order to the other, but from one order to the other, and 
there can be no means of arriving at a proper maximum 
except by looking at the one paragraph (in the second 
case I postulated it is in one order) and then at the other 
paragraph in the other order. The same position arises 
I submit, where the two paragraphs are in the same order! 

That brings me to the merits of this matter. There are 
a number of reasons why this line takes, and why I ask 
that it should continue to take, this higher rate of Charge 
for ordinary tickets only, since the season ticket rate is 
the same. The ordinary rate has now become the same up 
to 10 — and in future, if the order is approved, 11 — miles, 
so what is being argued about is the ordinary single and 
■ordinary return fare for 11 miles or over, and let me start 
with the least effective of the reasons, although one on 
which I must dwell, and that is the history. History is not 
necessarily a good reason for continuing something, but the 



Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



MINUTES OF EVIDENCE 



26 April, 1966] 



110 

[Continued, r 



history of this line may throw its 'light on the present 
position and enable me the better to put the points I hope 
to make with more cogency than merely following on 
historicail) precedent. 

This was the old Metropolitan Railway which, unlike the 
Underground railways, was always treated as a grown-up 
railway, as opposed to the little tube. The Metropolitan 
Line had the same fares as those charged by such railways 
as the London, Midland & Scottish and so on. That was 
ithe historical reason why their line had a higher rate — and 
what is more, had a flat rate of charge instead of the 
lower and tapering scale which grew up with the London 
Underground railways. 

This, like all the other matters of principlle, came before 
this Tribunal in the great reorganisation of fares in 1952, 
and it was fully considered by the Tribunal, who continued 
this position, and continued it, I venture to submit, not 
out of loyalty to 'history but out of good practical con- 
siderations, both of fairness and of the necessity of avoid- 
ing anomalies. 

British Railways in the London region endeavoured (and 
the Tribunal approved of this policy) to assimilate their 
fares which those of London Transport — and you will 
recollect how the season ticket rate became the same back 
in those days, and the device of the day return was in- 
vented to give British Railways passengers who made a 
double journey in one day the same rate of charge as the 
London Transport passengers had. 

But in that climate of assimilating all fares to a com- 
mon basis it was found quite impossible to assimilate the 
British Railways ordinary single fare with that of London 
Transport, for the very good reason that British Railways 
as a whole operate throughout the country and could not 
adopt a tapering fare ; it had to be a flat rate fare, of 
a sum which rose almost immediately to 2d. a mile. If 
British Railways were going to charge 2d. a mile on a 
journey which went outside the London area, they could 
not charge on a different basis on those trains which 
served the suburbs of London ; it would be impossible 
to have two sets of charging and two different rates 
according to the distance. 

The system of British Railways was so mingled, that 
any reduction in rate within the London area would have 
pulled down all the rates outside it, so it was decided that 
British Railways must continue to have the flat rate single 
fare within the London area, just as they did without it. 
That persists today, and I do not know whether in the 
case which follows (his we should have people asking that 
the whole of British Railways fares in London should go 
on to the London Transport basis. It would be revolu- 
tionary proposal ; and we have the position that the Lon- 
don area is served, as far as railways are concerned, 
'broadly speaking by the tube railways serving the inner 
suburbs and British Railways serving the outer (this is a 
broad generalisation, with a number of exceptions). 

So we have this position : this is the system today, well- 
known and recognised by the public, that the British Rail- 
ways’ travellers, insofar as their ordinary fares are 
concerned, are on a flat rate fare of 3d. a mile, and the 
Application is in, of course, to make it 3£d. That is what 
is paid by all those travellers from the outer suburbs and 
all those travellers from the inner suburbs who use British 
Railways’ trains for their journeys to work. I say “ to 
work ” and perhaps that is wrong, because the workers do 
not pay the same fare as the season ticket holders. Those 
who chose, for one reason or another, to take a single fare 
— and of course they are far fewer than the season ticket 
holders— pay the flat rate fare. Then the inner suburban 
travellers, those who move about Central London by tube, 
pay a lower rate of fare over 10 miles. Those two different 
fares not only represent two different classes of traveller 
according to the distance from the centre, they also 
represent a different variety of transport because what is 
the predominant form of travel on London Transport 
trains at their tapering fare is the Underground train, the 
Tube with which we are all familiar, which stops at every 
station. That is a very different form of transport, both in 
the dimensions which one has at one’s disposal and in 
speed and the convenience which people suffer, from the 
British Railways’ train on the outer suburbs which may 



over the last miles of its journey go non-stop., As.ll. say) 
that is the picture, and into that picture there comes.theiM 
Metropolitan Railway, not only historically, but, as I now,,; 
submit, admittedly, akin to British Railways’ outer subr i 
urban trains. You have seen the diagramatic time-table 
showing the non-stop nature of the services and how each 
little section of so-many stations is served by a train which 
calls at those stations and then proceeds non-stop in to the 
interchange stations of Harrow, Finchley Road and Baker 
Street. 



'What I want to impress upon the Tribunal is that 
Amersham is a long way from 'London. If you have in 
front of you the London Transport Report for 1964, I 
would like to direct your attention to the map at page vii. 
There you see a map of the London Transport area which 
also shows the London Transport railways by the thin 
unbroken line, and one sees the railways criscrossing in 
central London, many of them serving the northern and 
western suburbs, others going in other directions, and then 
one sees the line to Amersham going right out to within a 
mile or two of the boundary of the area. This is an 
exceptional railway and this map helps to indicate its 
exceptional nature. I venture to ask you to look at this 
map because it is a useful corrective, in my submission, to 
the diagrammatic map which everyone has been looking 
at, in which distance was 'the last thing the planner of the 
diagram thought about and so Amersham looks to be 
about as far from London as Kingston. That would be 
very useful for putting in the pocket, but not as being 
indicative of the relative distances. 



Looking at this map, my learned friends will wish me to 
point out that there appears to be another London Trans- 
port line going in a north-easterly direction which looks 
almost, but no<t quite, as long as the line to Amersham. 
That is the Central Line in its extension to Epping and 
Ongar, and if anyone wishes to appreciate the fact the 
Amersham Line in its operating characteristics- — character- 
istics which the pasengers know and enjoy — 'is akin to a 
fast British Railways’ train to, say, Euston as opposed to 
an Underground train, I would suggest that he tyke a 
journey out to Ongar on the one hand and then , out to 
Amersham on the other. He would find if he went to 
Ongar he would be an a Tube train stopping at every station 
and when he got to Epping he would have to change into., 
the shuttle train on to Ongar ; this is a true Tube service. 
This, in my submission, clearly demonstrates the character- 
istics on the one hand of the Tube line, intended really to 
serve the shorter distance travellers, as opposed to the 
train designed for speed and for the convenience of the 
longer distance travellers. 

As you know, and as you have heard in previous 
Inquiries, London Transport has spent many millions of 
pounds in recent years on 'improving the Amersham Line, 
doubling the track from Harrow to Watford South 
Junction and between Moor Park and Rickmansworth ■ 
in order to provide for that very speed of service which 
is thought to be right for the residents in that district. 
That is the main ground upon which this higher fare over 
11 miles is sought in respect of that line : it is a different 
line, the passenger gets more for his money because he 
gets speed, he gets frequent trains, he gets the difference 
between that and making a journey in a Tube train which 
stops at every station, and a journey of 15 miles in a 
train stopping at every station, I am sure my clients would 
•not mind my saying, is not one which appeals to me. 

But it is not only on that ground that I put this forward. 

I ask you to consider what would happen if you acceded 
to the request to apply the London Transport scale to this 
line. You said last time, if I remember rightly, when 
refusing British Railways’ Application to apply the British 
Railways’ scale to the Fenchurch Street line, that it would 
create as many anomolies as it solved. That observation 
could be made, in my submission, with added force to 
this line. One would find that the lucky inhabitants of the 
■district between Harrow and Amersham were enjoying 
lower fares for their journeys to work than anyone else 
at a comparable distance from the centre of things, except, 

I suppose, those who chose to make their way down the 
some of you for all I know. One could hardly describe 
it as the least affluent of the affluent south-east. It is what 
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MSfortmer owners called Metroland, and I suppose like 
Nontfvelt, Rickmansworth (whose representative we have 
seen here) and Chorley Wood, Amersham is a place where 
persons of some affluence live. I am not suggesting that 
it is a kind otf gold belt, but among the suburbs of London 
the Tribunal may, of their own knowledge, regard it as 
being one of those which is, of the outer suburbs, populated 
by persons who have got, perhaps, a rather higher income 
bracket than, say, the north-east or the south-east. It 
would be found that those lucky people were getting 
cheaper travel than those who come in from, if one looks 
at this map, places like Hatfield, St. Albans, Harlow and 
Reigate, which is about the same distance, all of whom 
travel in by British Railways at British Ralways’ fares. 
Why should the people upon that line be given this 
privilege ? It is suggested they should because it is a 
London Transport railway and even if British Railways’ 
trains travel on it they are travelling as London Transport 
trains between Amersham and Harrow, and for no other 
reason. 



In my submission, sir, this service is certainly as excep- 
tional on the London Transport side as the Fenchurch 
Street line, upon which you decided last itiroe, is 
exceptional on the British Railways’ side, and this line is 
one which should retain the higher fare to which the users 
are accustomed. Of course, if they are put on the British 
Railways’ scale it would mean reducing fares at present. 
Today from Harrow to Amersham, for example, is charge- 
able at 15 miles, according to Mr. Lloyd’s diagram, and I 
suppose the present fare is fifteen threepences, which is 
3s. 9d., but the present London Transport scale is 3s. 3d. 
That is the measure of what would be gained by those 
persons who travel from that part of the country if this 
line, designed expensively and re-equipped expensively for 
their convenience in recent years, were to take the lower 
fare. 



It has been said “ Well, that is not an admissible argu- 
ment, because look at the Uxbridge Line.” It is said, and 
rightly said, that trains from Watford go to Harrow and on 
to Baker .Street and so do trains from Uxbridge and the 
whole of the distance from Harrow to Uxbridge is on 
London 1 Transport’s tapering scale. The answer to that is 
you cannot have two scales on the same stretch of line, it 
would be unworkable to do so, and the whole of that line 
—except the junction, I think it is, between Rayners Lane 
and Harrow— -is also Piccadilly Line and is served by the 
Piccadilly Line trains, and no-one have ever suggested that 
the Piccadilly Line Tube trains should take a higher fare. 
There is a case where you have Piccadilly Line trains 
running out to Uxbridge and taking the inhabitants of 
Uxbridge, if they want .to go, in to the west of London and 
also the Metropolitan trains going via Harrow and giving 
the 'benefit of the lower fare to the person living on that 
line because it is a Tube line and not a Metropolitan line. 
So there is a special reason, and if some persons are lucky 
in having a lower fare which is justified because there are 
two classes of trains running on their line, then in my 
submission that affords no argument at all. 



Then what are the practical difficulties ? l'f this fare out 
to Amersham were reduced to the tapering London Trans- 
port scale, what would be the position as regards the 
British Railways’ trains ? The fares are fixed by London 
Transport on the stretch which we are concerned about, 
but London Transport do not fix, and cannot fix, the fares 
from Harrow into Marylebone because that is exclusively 
British Railways’ line, and it would mean that there would 
be a higher maximum fare on the diesel trains into 
Marylebone than there was on the electric trains into 
Baker Street which, as you know, is only 100 yards or so 
from Marylebone. That is something which, if the fares 
operated at the maximum, would obviously tend to kill 
the service into Marylebone and the only practical way of 
■British Railways dealing with it would be to reduce their 
Marylebone fare to the Baker Street fare. So haying cast 
your stone on the pond, the ripples start emerging. The 
diesel train clearly would lose its passengers if it were 
found that there was a lower fare on an equally com- 
fortable train to Baker Street, and obviously this line— 
which I think it will be said is by no means a profitable 
■line under British Railways— would be rendered still less 
profitable by reducing its fares, if it were to stay viable 
at all. 

Then, sir, what would happen ? There are two lines 
out of Marylebone serving the outer suburbs, one we are 
concerned with where the train goes through Harrow and 
on to Amersham and Aylesbury, and the other where 
similar diesel trains go out to Gerrards Cross and High 
Wycombe and they, of course, would be taking British 
Railways’ scale. So you would have Marylebone Station 
with two suburban services, one at a different fare from 
the other. Once you start altering these well-estaiblisbed 
and settled patterns you get into endless difficulties and, 
as the Tribunal said last time, you create anomalies instead 
of removing them. In my submission, there is no real 
grievance here. We are talking, not about season tickets, 
we are talking about single tickets which are used, T 
suppose, occasionally by members of the family Who do 
not make daily journey to work. 



I do not know' that there is any more I can say about 
that section of line and, in my submission, this Application 
ought to be granted as asked for. I would make this point, 
■that the difference in the scale of fare between this Metro- 
politan Line and the other London Transport Line has 
existed as long as schemes have existed under the Trans- 
port Acts and, so far as I know, last time was the first time 
the point was broached and this time is the first time that 
it has been strenuously argued. The inhabitants using the 
line can hardly >be said to have suffered under a really 
pressing sense of grievance but, of course, once points are 
brought to the attention of those who represent them they 
are put before you and disposed of, and I ask you to 
dispose of this one. 

That is all I have to say, unless I am told there is 
something which occurred in my absence with which T 
ought to deal. 
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THE HARROW PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 



THE HARROW PUBLIC TRANSPORT USERS’ ‘ 1 
ASSOCIATION 



(a “ representative "body ’’ as defined, in Section 46(8) 
of .the Transport Act 1962) 

2 Central Avenue 
Pinner 
Middlesex 
lQ/ft February, 1966 



(a “ representative body ” as defined in Sedtion 46(8) 

• of 'the Transport Adt 1962) 

2 Central Avenue 
Pinner 
Middlesex 
23 rd February, 1966 



re Application by the London Transport Board for 
an Order to increase fares dated 3rd February, 1966 

' I am directed by the Committee of the Harrow Public 
Transport Users’ Association to send you a copy of the 
above Application, which I now enclose herewith. 

The Committee are aware 'that this Application will be 
considered by the Court of The Transport Tribunal in due 
course, but the powers of the Tribunal Ito make orders are 
severely limited by Section 45(4) o>f the Transport Aot 1962, 
in. accordance with Government policy at that time. 

The attention of the Committee has now been drawn to 
the purposes of the National Board for Prices and Incomes, 
one of which is to consider the prices charged for services in 
the light of current national policy to keep the general level 
of prices stable. Having regard to the fadt that the Application 
proposes very substantial increases in certain fares (e.g., 6d. 
to 8d.’— an increase of 33-J- per cent) which Is bound to cause 
widespread demands for further increases in wages and 
salaries, this Association feels that the Application is an 
appropriate matter to be referred to the Board for considera- 
tion, and reporting as 'to any recommendations (hereon before 
the Transport Tribunal adjudicate in 'the matter. 

The Oommi'ttee of -this Association, therefore, urgently and 
respedtfully ask you to consider referring /this Application to 
the Board accordingly. 

I have the Honour to be, Sir 

Your obedierit Servant 

C. M. HAWKINGS 

Chairman 

The Right Honourable George Brown, M.P., First Secretary 
of State and Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, 
Whitehall, S.W.l. 

Copies (for information) Ito : — 

The Right Honourable Baibara Castle, M.P. 

Minister of Transport 
St. Christopher House 
Southwark Street, S.E.1 

Commander A. Oourtney, R.N., M.P. for Harrow East 
J. Page, Esq., M.P. for Harrow West 
J. A. Grant, Esq., M.P. for Harrow Central 



CMH 2 

Sr. Christopher House 
Southwark Street 
London, S.E.1 
16/ft February, 1966 

Our Reference : NTA 3/2/01 



Thank you few your letter Of 10th February which you have 
sent to the First Secretary of State for Eoonomic Affairs. 

Certain prices and charges which are subject to regulations 
by independent statutory authorities are excluded from the 
operation of the non-statutory “ early warning ” system. Part 
C of the Appendix Ito the Government’s White Paper on Prices 
and Incomes Policy— Omnd. 2808— show the more important 
of these and included among them are “ passenger fares of 
the London Transport Board and railways in the London 



It will however, still be open .to your Association to make 
representations to the Transport Tribunal Who, it is under- 
stood, will be holding their public inquiry Within the next 



two months. 



Yours faithfully 

(Signed) J. TREZIES (Miss) 



The Ohainran . . 

Harrow Public Transport Users’ Association 
2 Central Avenue 
Pinner 
Middlesex 



re Application by the London Transport Board for 
an Order to increase fares, dated 3rd February, 1966 

I refer to my letter of the 10th instant, to which I have 
now received a reply from 'the Ministry of Transport tinder 
reference NTA 3/2/01 dated 16th February. This reply 
suggests that the Government’s White Paper on Prices and 
Incomes Policy— Omnd. 2808 — excludes passenger fares df the 
London Transport Board from the operation of the non- 
statutory “ early warning ” system. 

However, although paragraph 7 of that White Paper 
indicates that certain prices and charges “ need not be 
covered” by a non-statutory early warning system, I cannot 
see that they are “ excluded," 

On the contrary, paragraph 10 of the White Paper says 
“ on receipt of advance notification the Government Depart- 
ments concerned will consider whether further inquiries are 
desirable . . . and whether there is a ptima facie case for 
reference of the case to the National Beard for Prices and 
Incomes." Paragraph 11 says “The nationalised industries . . . 
will be oovered by the proposed arrangements in the same 
way as . private industry." Finally, paragraph 26 concludes 
“ The Government are free to refer appropriate cases to the 
National Board for Prices and Incomes whether or not they 
are subject to the “ early warning ’* system. 

I am, therefore, directed by the Committee of die Harrow 
Public Transport Users' Association to ask that the Applica- 
tion by the London Transport Board for an Order to increase 
fares (a copy of which I sent to you with my letter of 10th 
February) be considered by the Government Departments 
concerned as to Whether there is a prima facie case for 
reference to the National Board for Prices and Incomes in 
accordance with paragraphs 10, 11 and 26 of the White 
Paper — Omnd. 2808. 

I am, of course, aware that there will be a public inquiry 
in the Court of the Transport Tribunal in due course, but 
the powers of the Tribunal are severely limited by section 
45(4) of the Transport Adt 1962. Indeed, in their “ Reasons 
for Decision of the Tribunal ” dated 2nd July, 1 964 (S.O. 
Code No. 88 — 837 — 1) the Tribunal said” . . . such matters 
as the inflationary effect of any increase in charges, or hard- 
ship thereby imposed upon passengers in general or particular 
classes of passengers, or any possible increase in traffic 
congestion on the roads, are outside our purview except to 
the extent, if any, to which in our opinion such matters would 
prevent the financial duty of the Board in question being 
discharged,” 

It would appear, therefore, that one of the major objectives 
of national policy, i.e., to keep the general level of prices 
stable, Will also be outside the purview of the Transport 
Tribunal. It is for this reason that this Association asks for 
the Application to be considered as above. 

I have the honour to be, Sir 

Your obedient Servant 

(Signed) C. M. HAWKINGS 
Chairman 

The Right Honourable George Brown, M.P., First Secretary 
Of State and Secretary of State for Economic Affairs 
1 Victoria Street, London, S.W.l 
Copies (for information) to :< — 

The Righ't Honourable Baibara Castle, M.P. 

Minister of Transport 
St. Christopher House 
Southwark Street 
London, S.E.1 

Commander A. Courtney, R.N., M.P. for Harrow East 
J. Page, Esq., M.P. for Harrow West 
J. A. Grant, Esq., M.P. for Harrow Central 
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DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AFFAIRS 

Storey's Gate 
London, S.W.1 
11/A March, 1966 

Dear Mr. Hawkings 

. 1 {rave been asked to reply to your letter to the First Secre- 
tary of 23rd February about recent increases in London 
Transport fares. 

In your letter you first seek clarification of a statement made 
by the Ministry of Transport in their letter to you of 16th 
February that London Fares are “ excluded ” from the early 
warning system introduced by Cmnd. 2808. Paragraph 8 of this 
White Paper says : 

“ Certain other prices and charges are subject to regulation 
’ by indepedent statutory authorities and for this reason need 
not be covered 'by a non-statutory early warning system." 
Passenger fares in the London area are one of the charges 
(included in Part C of the Annex to Cmnd. 2808) that fall 
within this category. This does not mean that proposed 
increases are exempt from considerations of prices and incomes 
policy. The Government,- however, in setting up the procedure 
outlined in the White Paper believed that the statutory 
arrangements, already existing for the regulation of the charges 
in question provided a sufficient safeguard of the public 
interest to make formal advance notification to them of 
proposals unnecessary. 

You suggest that the Transport Tribunal’s power of scrutiny 
under Section 45(4) of die Transport Act 1962 are severely 
limited and do not permit it to take account of certain 
important considerations. While it is true that the over-riding 
obligation of the Tribunal under this Section is to consider 
whether the oharges “make a proper contribution to the 
discharge of their (the London Board’s) financial duty, taking 
into account their present circumstances and future prospects 
and any directions given by the Minister’’ this does not 



necessarily preclude regard to other faotors such as the need 
as far as possible to absorb increase in cod ts through increases 
in efficiency and productivity. 

In this particular case it must be remembered that the 
Board proposed higher fares in May, 1965, and that the 
Government arranged for these to be deferred until there 
had been a greater opportunity for studying transport problems 
in -the London area. As, however, the Minister of Transport 
pointed out in the House of Commons on 9th December, it 
became Clear that costs, particularly wage costs (part of which 
have incidentally been the subject of a recent reference to 
the National Board of Prices and Incomes) had risen more 
steeply than could be matched by increased productivity and 
the Government reluctantly accepted that delay in introducing 
the increases would simply lead to a further deterioration in 
the financial position erf the Transport Board which would 
make their problems more difficult to solve. The Board was 
therefore informed that the Government did not propose to 
ask for any further deferment of the increases originally 
proposed. 

Last year, in fact, the Government made a grant of £3.85m. 
to the London Transport Board, representing the Board’s 
estimate of the revenue they would lose as a result of deferring 
their proposed increases. Despite the additional revenue that 
will accrue from the increases, now subject to the Tribunal’s 
approval, it seems likely that the Board may well require 
further financial assistance in 1966. 

In the circumstances, there is not a prlma facie case that 
could usefully be investigated by the National Board for 
Prices and Incomes. 

Yours sincerely 

(Signed) D. E. LOCKE 

C. M. Hawkings, Esq. 

Ohairman 

The Harrow Public Transport Users’ Association 

2 Central Avenue 

Pinner, Middlesex 
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Figures have been calculated to the nearest complete cent in view of the Board’s understandable dislike of fractional coins expressed in para. 48 of the Board’s 

Annual Report for 1963 and elsewhere 
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TRANSPORT USERS CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
East Midland Area 

44 Friar Gath 
Derby 
212 nd April , 1^66 

Dear Sir 

The Minister of Transport has considered the report of the 
Committee respecting the proposal to withdraw the passenger 
train services between Sheffield Victoria and Aylesbury Town 
and between Woodford Halse and Banbury (except between 
Sheffield Victoria and Woodhouse and 'between Nottingham 
Arkwright Street and Rugby Central) and to close Nottingham 
Victoria, Woodford Halse and Bracldey Stations, and I enclose 
a copy of her consent embodying certain conditions. 

Yours faithfully 

C. E. CRESS WELL 

Charles M. Hawkings, Esq. 

Chairman 

Harrow Public Transport Users’ Association 
2 Central Avenue 
Pinner, Middlesex 
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IN THE COURT OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION (1966 No. 1) MADE BY THE 
LONDON TRANSPORT ROAR'D FOR AN ORDER ENTITLED 

THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) 
ORDER 1966 



LONDON: HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 

1966 



TUESDAY, 19th APRIL, 1966 



FIRST DAY 





PRICE £1 NET 
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IN THE COURT OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION (1966 No. 1) MADE BY THE 
LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD FOR AN ORDER ENTITLED 

THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) 
ORDER 1966 



WEDNESDAY, 20th APRIL, 1966 



SECOND DAY 




LONDON: HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 

1966 



PRICE £1 3s. NET 
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IN THE COURT OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION (1966 No. 1) MADE BY THE 
LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD FOR AN ORDER ENTITLED 

THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) 
ORDER 1966 



FRIDAY, 22nd APRIL, 1966 



THIRD DAY 




LONDON: HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 

1 966 

PRICE £1 IS. NET 
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IN THE COURT OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION (1966 No. 1) MADE BY THE 
LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD FOR AN ORDER ENTITLED 

THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) 
ORDER 1966 



MONDAY, 25th APRIL, 1966 



LONDON: HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 

1 966 



FOURTH DAY 




PRICE £11 11,1. NET 
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IN THE COURT OF THE TRANSPORT TRIBUNAL 



riv THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION (1966 No. I) MADE BY THE 
LONDON TRANSPORT BOARD FOR AN ORDER ENTITLED 



THE LONDON FARES (LONDON TRANSPORT) 
ORDER 1966 



TUESDAY, 26th APRIL, 1966 



FIFTH DAY 




LONDON: HER MAJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE 

1 966 



PRICE £1 4s. NET 
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